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1848. 


Wait  and  Another  v.  Baker.  f^.  6  4*  7. 

X  ROVJKR  for  500  quarters  of  barlej.     Pleas^  not  guiltj.  The  defendant, 

J.  1  1  *  t    •  ••1  A  com-foctor* 

ana  not  possessed ;  upon  which  issue  was  joined.  residing  at 

At  the  trial,  before  WiUiams,  J.,  at  the  last  Spring  As-  ^^^  %Yl' 
sizes  for  Somersetshire^  the  following  facts  appeared : — The  wrote  to  one  L., 
defendant,  a  corn-factor  at  Bristol,  had  occasional  dealings  requesting  sam- 
with  a  person  of  the  name  of  Lethbridge,  who  was  also  a  ^^^^  mai?* 
corn-factor  at  Plymouth,  and  on  the  5  th  of  December,  1846,  ^^  ^  o^®'  ^^ 

•^  '  a  cargo.     In 

wrote  to  him  the  following  letter : —  the  same  month 

L.  wrote  to  de* 

"  I  hear  that  the  crop  of  barley  in  the  south  of  Hamp-  gent  samples 

of  barley,  and 
offered  to  sell  defendant  from  400  to  500  quarters  f.  o.  b.,  at  Kingsbridge,  or  some  neighbouring 
port,  for  a  certain  sum,  for  cash,  on  handing  bill  of  lading,  or  by  acceptance,  &c.  The  de- 
fendant accepted  the  terms,  subject  to  L.'s  reply.  L.  acosded  to  defendant's  proposal,  and 
requested  deifendant  to  give  him  instructions  about  the  vessel,  in  order  to  get  her  correctly 
insured.  L.  sent  the  defendant  the  charter-party  fnot  under  spal)  of  a  vessel  in  which  the 
barley  was  to  be  shipped,  and  which  was  made  in  L/s  name,  (in  January,  1847,  the  vessel 
was  loaded  with  the  barley,  and  L.  received  from  the  master  the  bill  of  lading,  by  which 
the  cargo  was  deliverable  at  Bristol  to  the  order  of  L.,  or  assigns,  on  payment  of  freight. 
Subsequently,  L.  called  at  the  defendant's  counting-house  in  Bristol,  and  left  the  invoice 
and  unindorsed  bill  of  lading ;  he  afterwards  called  again,  when  a  dispute  arose  as  to  the  quality 
of  the  barley ;  the  defendant,  after  some  further  dispute,  tendered  the  amount  of  the  cargo 
in  money  to  L.,  who  refused  to  accept  it,  but  took  away  the  bill  of  lading,  and  indorsed  it  to 
the  plaintifTs.  The  defendant,  on  the  arrival  of  the  v^sel,  claimed  and  obtained  part  of  the 
cargo;  but  the  plaintiffs,  on  producing  the  bill  of  lading,  obtained  what  remained,  and  paid 
the  freight.  The  jury  found  that  the  defendant  did  not  refuse  to  accept  the  barley  from  L. ; 
that  the  tender  was  unconditional ;  and  that  he  was  not  an  agent  entrusted  with  the  bill  of 
lading  by  defendant : — Held,  in  an  action  of  trover  by  the  plaintiffs  for  the  value  of  the  barley  so 
obtained  by  the  defendant,  t^at  no  property  in  the  cargo  passed  to  the  defendant,  either  by  the 
transaction  at  Bristol  or  by  the  shipment  of  the  cargo  on  board  the  vessel  by  L.,  and  that, 
tlierefore,  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover. 

VOL.  n.  B  EXCH. 


EXCHEQUER    REPORTS. 

1848.  shire  Is  good  this  year,  and  that  at  Kingsbridge  the  price 
is  low,  compared  with  the  markets  further  eastward.  If 
you  are  doing  anything  in  the  article  this  season,  and  can 
make  me  an  offer  of  a  cargo,  I  have  no  doubt  but  we  may 
have  a  transaction.  Let  me  hear  from  you  in  due  course. 
Send  me  sample  in  letter,  describing  weight,"  &c. 

To  which  Lethbridge  wrote  the  following  answer  on  the 
9th  of  that  month : — 

"  I  beg  to  inform  you  that  I  have  not  yet  commenced 
buying  barley  in  Kingsbridge  market,  farmers  there  stand- 
ing out  for  10^.  a  bag.  After  Saturday's  market  I  will 
send  you  a  sample  and  an  offer,  if  possible." 

On  the  14th,  Lethbridge  wrote  the  following  letter  to 
the  defendant : — 

^^  I  herewith  hand  you  samples  of  common  and  chevalier 
barley  of  the  neighbourhood  of  Kingsbridge,  and  will  en- 
gage to  sell  you  from  400  to  500  quarters  f.  o.  b.  barley  at 
Eangsbridge,  or  neighbouring  port,  at  40s.  per  quarter 
common,  and  42^.  per  quarter  chevalier,  in  equal  quantities, 
for  cash,  on  handing  bills  of  lading,  or  acceptance  at  two 
months'  date,  adding  interest  at  the  rate  of  £5  per  cent,  per 
annum,  subject  to  your  reply  by  course  of  post." 

On  the  16th,  the  defendant  returned  the  following  re- 
ply:— 

"  1  beg  to  accept  your  offer  of  250  quarters  of  chevalier 
barley,  at  42*.  per  quarter,  and  250  quarters  common,  at 
40*.  per  quarter  f.  o.  b.,  for  cash  payments,  on  receipt  of  bill 
of  lading  and  invoice,  or  acceptance  at  two  months'  date, 
adding  interest  at  the  rate  of  £5  per  cent,  per  annum,  sub- 
ject to  your  reply  by  course  of  post." 

On  the  18th,  Lethbridge  wrote  the  defendant  as  fol- 
lows : — 

"  Your  favour  of  the  16th  came  duly  to  hand,  and  note 
by  it  your  acceptance  of  my  offer  of  barley.     I  suppose  I 
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am  to  take  up  a  yesael  at  the  best  possible  freight  I  can  get      ^  104Q» 
her  for.     Please  instruct  me  in  this^  and  say  if  for  Bristol 
or  any  other  port." 

On  the  lOth^  the  defendant  wrote  in  answer : — 

"I  took  it  for  granted  that  you  would  get  a  vessel  for 
the  barley  I  have  bought  of  you  f.  o.  b.,  and  therefore  did 
not  iostract  you  to  seek  one.  I  trust  that  you  will  be  par- 
ticular to  select  a  good  ship^  and  at  the  lowest  possible 
fireighty  for  this  port;  and,  above  all,  take  care  that  the 
quality  of  the  barley  is  fiilly  equal  to  sample.  A  party, 
who  will  take  part  of  it,  is  extremely  particular  in  these 
matters ;  and  the  samples  are  sealed  and  held  in  the  custody 
of  a  third  party.  Please  to  advise  when  you  have  taken  up 
a  vessel,  with  particulars  of  the  port  she  loads  in,  so  that 
I  may  get  insurance  done  correctly." 

After  some  further  correspondence  respecting  the  amount 
of  the  freight,  Lethbridge  wrote  on  the  23rd  to  the  de-  , 
fendant: — 

"I  now  send  you  copy  of  charter-party  of  the  ^Emerald,' 
which  vessel  will  siul  for  the  port  of  loading  to-day  or  to- 
morrow, and  I  will  lose  no  time  in  getting  her  loaded." 

The  defendant,  by  letter  dated  the  24th,  acknowledged 
the  receipt  of  the  charter-party  (not  under  seal),  which  was 
dated  on  the  22nd,  and  was  in  the  name  of  Lethbridge,  to 
load  at  Dartmouth,  a  portion  to  be  filled  up  at  Salcombe,  to 
proceed  to  Bristol,  or  any  other  port. 

On  the  28th,  Lethbridge  vfrrote  to  the  defendant : — 

**  The  'Emerald*  will  commence  loading  to-day.  I  hope 
to  hand  you  bill  of  lading  in  the  course  of  the  week." 

And  again  on  the  1st  of  January,  1847: — 

'^  I  hope  to  be  able  to  send  you  invoice  and  bill  of  lading 
of  *  Emerald'  on  Tuesday  or  Wednesday." 

n  2 


EXCHEQUER  BEPORT8. 

1848.  And  on  the  6th  of  January  he  wrote  to  the  defendant  as 

follows : — 

''The  'Emerald'  is  nearly  loaded;  expect  the  bill  of 
lading  to-day  or  to-morrow.  I  expect  to  be  in  Exeter  on 
Friday^  when  it  is  very  likely  I  shall  run  down  and  see 
you.** 

The  vessel  was  loaded  with  common  and  chevalier  barley; 
and  on  the  7th  of  January,  Lethbridge  received  from  the 
master  the  bill  of  lading  of  the  cargo,  which  was  therein 
expressed  to  be  deliverable  at  Bristol  to  the  order  of  Leth- 
bridge or  assigns,  paying  the  freight  as  per  charter.  On 
the  8th,  Lethbridge  called  upon  the  defendant  at  Bristol 
early  in  the  morning,  and  lefl  at  his  counting-house  the  in- 
voice and  an  unindorsed  bill  of  lading.  At  a  subsequent 
part  of  the  day,  Lethbridge  called  again  upon  the  defend- 
ant, when  the  defendant  raised  some  objections  to  the 
quality  of  the  cargo,  and  asserted  that  it  was  inferior  to  the 
samples :  he  also  threatened  he  would  take  the  cargo,  but 
sue  Lethbridge  for  eight  shillings  a  quarter  difference.  After 
some  further  dispute  upon  the  matter,  tJie  defendant  offered 
Lethbridge  the  amount  of  the  cargo  in  money,  and  said  that 
he  accepted  the  cargo.  Lethbridge,  however,  refused  to 
accept  the  money  and  to  indorse  the  bill  of  lading  to  the 
defendant;  but  took  the  bill  of  lading  from  the  counter  and 
immediately  proceeded  to  the  plaintiffs',  who  were  corn- 
factors,  and  had  a  house  of  business  in  the  neighbourhood, 
and  indorsed  the  bill  of  lading  to  them,  and  received  an  ad- 
vance upon  it.  The  market  at  that  time  had  risen  consi- 
derably. The  *'  Emerald"  arrived  on  the  16th,  and  on  the 
18  th  the  defendant  proceeded  on  board  and  cUdmed  the 
cargo  as  the  owner,  and  unshipped  1240  bushels  of  the 
barley,  worth  422^  14^.;  but  the  plaintiffs  coming  on 
board  during  the  time  the  cargo  was  being  unshipped,  pre- 
sented the  bill  of  lading  and  obtidned  the  rest  of  the  cargo, 
and  paid  the  captain  the  freight. 
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The  jury  found  that  the  defendant  did  not  refuse  to  accept  1848. 
the  barley  from  Lethbridge ;  that  the  tender  was  uncondi- 
tional ;  and  that  Lethbridge  was  not  an  agent  intrusted  with 
the  bill  of  lading  by  the  defendant.  His  Lordship  there- 
upon directed  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiffs  for 
422/.  145.,  reserving  leave  to  the  defendant  to  enter  a  ver- 
dict for  him. 

A  rule  to  shew  cause  having  been  obtained, 

CrawdeTy  Barstaw,  and  Greenwood  appeared  to  shew 
cause,  but  were  stopped  by  the  Court,  who  called  upon 

Suti  and  Montoffue  Smithy  in  support  of  the  rule. — In  this 
case  the  property  in  the  barley,  which  came  to  Bristol  in  the 
<<  Emerald,"  passed  to  the  defendant.  Although,  in  general, 
it  is  necessary,  in  order  to  pass  the  property  in  goods  shipped 
on  board  a  vessel,  that  the  bill  of  lading  should  be  indorsed 
to  the  party  claiming  the  property,  that  is  not  the  only 
mode  as  between  vendor  and  vendee,  where  they  are  the 
parties  to  the  original  contract.  And  payment  is  not  a  con- 
dition precedent.  Here  the  barley  was  put  on  board  at 
the  risk  of  the  vendee — the  vessel  was  hired  by  him,  al- 
though the  charter-party  was  made  in  Lethbridge's  name ; 
and  it  is  submitted  that  he  was  the  defendant's  agent  for 
this  purpose.  The  vendee  would  have  been  liable  for 
freight ;  the  contract,  although  made  for  the  vendee  by  the 
vendor,  was,  in  this  respect,  the  same  as  if  it  had  been  made 
by  a  third  party.  The  charter-party  was  not  under  seal. 
In  the  letter  of  the  19th  of  December,  the  defendant  re- 
quested Lethbridge  to  get  a  proper  vessel,  in  order  that  he 
(the  vendee)  "might  get  the  insurance  done  correctly." 
It  is  dear  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  was,  that  the 
vessel  should  be  the  vendee's,  and  that  the  risk  should  be 
his.  The  cargo  was  to  be  free  on  board.  There  was,  there- 
fore, a  delivery  on  board  the  defendant's  ship,  and  an  ap- 
propriation of  the  cargo.     {^Parkef  B. — At  what  moment 
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1848.  was  the  acceptance  of  the  cargo  complete  ?  Appropriation 
may  me<an  that  there  has  been  a  selection,  or  an  agreement 
that  a  particular  cargo  shall  be  the  thing  transferred.  Pro* 
perty  never  passes,  unless  there  be  some  agreement  to  the 
effect  that  the  property  shall  pass.  By  the  English  law, 
property  may  pass  by  an  agreement ;  but  the  rule  is  other^ 
wise  in  the  Roman  law.  The  property  surely  has  passed 
in  the  present  cose,  by  the  indorsement  of  the  bill  of  lading, 
to  the  plaintiffs.]  The  lien  of  Lethbridge  was  at  an  end 
when  the  money  was  tendered  at  Bristol,  and  when  the  de- 
fendant said,  ^^I  accept  that  particular  cargo  of  500  quarters." 
IRolfe,  B— The  jury  do  not  find  an  unconditional  tender 
and  acceptance  of  the  money.  Aldersan,  B. — It  is  clear  that 
what  took  place  at  Bristol  was  not  sufficient  to  pass  the 
property.  You  roust  therefore  shew,  independently  of 
that  proceeding,  that  the  property  passed ;  for  the  defend* 
ant  there  disputed  the  quality  of  the  corn,  and  the  parties 
did  not  agree  as  to  the  thing.]  In  Ogle  y.  Atkimon{a)i  A.» 
being  Indebted  to  the  plaintiff,  accepted  an  order  to  purchase 
goods  for  him  of  B.,  and  put  them  on  board  the  plaintiff's 
vessel,  sent  for  them  as  the  plaintiff's  goods,  advised  him  of 
the  shipment  for  the  plaintiff's  risk  and  on  his  account,  and 
remitted  him  the  invoices.  He  procured  the  master  to  sign 
bills  of  la^ng  to  the  order  of  blank,  assuring  him  it  was 
immaterial.  He  then  drew  on  the  plaintiff,  and  transmitted 
the  bills  and  bill  of  lading  to  an  agent  in  this  country,  with 
instructions  that»  if  the  pluntiff  did  not  accept  the  bills, 
the  agent  should  indorse  over  the  bill  of  lading  to  the  payee 
of  the  bills,  which  was  accordingly  done.  And  it  was  there 
held,  that  the  property  in  the  goods  was  changed  by  the  de* 
livery  on  board  the  plaintiff's  ship;  and  that  the  subsequent 
indorsement  of  the  bill  of  lading  was  inoperative.  That 
case  is  similar  to  the  present.  [Aldersony  B. — There  the 
ship  was  the  plaintiffs;  the  indorsement  of  the  bill  of 

(a)  5  Taunt.  760. 
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lading  was  an  after-thought.]     [They  also  referred  to  Coxe        iWOi 
?.  Harden  (a).] 

PabkBj  B, — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  in  the  present 
case  ought  to  be  disoharged.  It  ia  perfectly  clear  that  the 
Miginal  contract  between  the  parties  was  not  for  a  specific 
chattel  That  contract  would  be  satisfied  by  the  delivery 
of  any  500  quarters  of  coruj  provided  the  com  answered 
the  character  of  that  which  was  agreed  to  be  delivered.  By 
the  original  contract,  therefore,  no  property  passed;  and 
that  matter  admits  of  no  doubt  whatever.  In  order,  there- 
fore, to  deprive  the  original  owner  of  the  property,  it  must 
be  shewn  in  this  form  of  action — ^the  action  being  for  the 
recovery  of  the  property — that,  at  some  subsequent  lime, 
the  property  passed.  It  may  be  admitted,  that  if  goods  are 
ordered  by  a  person,  although  they  are  to  be  selected  by  the 
vendor,  aad  to  be  delivered  to  a  common  carrier  to  be  sent 
to  the  person  by  whom  they  have  been  ordered,  the  mo- 
ment the  goods,  which  have  been  selected  in  pursuance  of 
the  contract,  are  delivered  to  the  carrier,  the  carrier  be? 
comes  the  agent  of  the  vendee,  and  such  a  delivery  amounts 
to  a  delivery  to  the  vendee;  and  if  there  is  a  binding  con- 
tract between  the  vendor  and  vendee,  either  by  note  in 
writing,  or  by  part  payment,  or  subsequently  by  part  ac- 
cq>tance,  then  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  property  passes 
by  such  delivery  to  the  carrier.  It  is  necessary,  of  course, 
that  the  goods  should  ^pree  with  the  contract  Jn  this 
case,  it  is  si^id  that  the  delivery  of  the  goods  on  ship-board 
is  equivalent  to  the  delivery  I  have  mentioned,  because  the 
ship  was  engaged  on  the  part  of  Lethbridge  as  agent  for 
(he  defendant.  But  assuming  that  it  was  so,  the  delivery 
of  the  goods  on  board  the  ship  was  not  a  delivery  of  them 
to  the  defendant,  but  a  delivery  to  the  captain  of  the 
vessel)  to  be  canied  vmder  a  bill  of  lading,  and  that  bill  of 

(a)  4  £ast,  211. 
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1848.  lading  indicated  the  person  for  whom  they  were  to  be 
^j^rr  carried.  By  that  bill  of  lading  the  goods  were  to  be 
carried  by  the  master  of  the  vessel  for  and  on  account  of 
Lethbridge^  to  be  delivered  to  him  in  case  the  bill  of 
lading  should  not  be  assigned^  and  if  it  should,  then  to  the 
assgnee.  The  goods,  therefore,  still  continued  in  the  pos- 
sesion of  the  master  of  the  vessel,  not  as  in  the  case  of  a 
common  carrier,  but  as  a  person  carrying  them  on  behalf  of 
Liethbridge.  There  is  no  breach  of  duty  on  the  part  of 
Liethbridge,  as  he  stipulates  under  the  ori^nal  contract  that 
the  price  is  to  be  paid  on  the  delivery  of  the  bill  of  lading. 
It  is  clearly  contemplated  by  the  original  contract,  that,  by 
the  bill  of  lading,  Lethbridge  should  retain  control  over 
the  property.  It  seems  to  me  to  follow  that  the  delivery 
of  the  500  quarters  to  the  captain,  to  be  delivered  to  Leth- 
bridge, is  not  the  same  as  a  delivery  of  500  quarters  to  a 
common  carrier  by  order  of  the  coufflgnee.  The  act  of 
delivery,  therefore,  in  the  present  case,  did  not  pass  the 
property.  Then,  what  subsequent  act  do  we  find  which 
had  that  effect?  It  is  admitted  by  the  learned  counsel 
for  the  defendant,  that  the  property  does  not  pass,  unless 
there  is  a  subsequent  appropriation  of  the  goods.  The 
word  appropriaUon  may  be  understood  in  different  senses. 
It  may  mean  a  selection  on  the  part  of  the  vendor,  where 
he  has  the  right  to  choose  the  article  which  he  has  to 
supply  in  performance  of  his  contract ;  and  the  contract 
will  shew  when  the  word  is  used  in  that  sense.  Or  the 
word  may  mean,  that  both  parties  have  agreed  that  a 
certain  article  shall  be  delivered  in  pursuance  of  the  con- 
tract, and  yet  the  property  may  not  pass  in  either  case. 
For  the  purpose  of  illustrating  this  position,  suppose  a 
carriage  is  ordered  to  be  built  at  a  coachmaker's,  he  may 
make  any  one  he  pleases,  and,  if  it  agree  with  the  order, 
the  party  is  bound  to  accept  it.  Xow  su|^wse  that,  at 
some  period  subsequent  to  the  order,  a  further  bargain 
is  entered  into  between  this  party  and  the  coochbuilder. 
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bj  which  it  is  agreed  that  a  particular,  carriage  shall  be 
delivered.     It  would  depend  upon  circumstances  whether 
the  property  passes,  or  whether  inerelj  the  original  contract 
is  altered  from  one  which  would  have  been  satisfied  bj  the 
delivery  of  any  carriage  answering  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract, into  another  contract  to  supply  the  particular  car- 
riage,— ^which,  in  the  Roman  law,  was  called  obligatio  certi 
corporis,  where  a  person  is  bound  to  deliver  a  particular 
chattel,  but  where  the  property  does  not  pass,  as  it  never 
did  by  the  Soman  law,  until  actual  delivery ;  although  the 
property,  after  the  contract,  remained  at  the  risk  of  the 
vendee,  and  if  lost  without  any  fault  in  the  vendor,  the 
vendee,  and  not  the  vendor,  was  the  sufferer.     The  law  of 
England  is  different:  here,  property  does  not  pass  until 
there  is  a  bargain  with  respect  to  a  specific  article,  and 
everything  is  done  which,  according  to  the  intention  of  the 
parties  to  the  bargain,  was  necessary  to  transfer  the  pro- 
perty in  it.     *^  Appropriation  "  may  also  be  used  in  another 
sense,  and  is  the  one  in  which  Mr.  Butt  uses  it  on  the  pre- 
sent occasion ;  viz.  where  both  parties  agree  upon  the  spe- 
cific article  in  which  the  property  is  to  pass,  and  nothing 
remains  to  be  done  in  order  to  pass  it.     It  is  contended  in 
this  case  that  something  of  that  sort  subsequently  took  place. 
I  must  own  that  I  think  the  delivery  on  board  the  vessel 
could  not  be  an  appropriation  in  that  sense  of  the  word.    It 
is  an  appropriation  in  the  first  sense  of  the  word  only ;  the 
vendor  has  made  his  election  to  deliver  those  500  quarters  of 
com.  The  next  question  is,  whether  the  circumstances  which 
occurred  at  Bristol  afterwards  amount  to  an  agreement  by 
both  parties  that  the  property  in  those  500  quarters  should 
pass.    I  think  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  there  is  no  pretence 
for  saying  that  Lethbridge  agreed  that  the  property  in  that 
com  should  pass.    It  is  clear  that  his  object  was  to  have  ihe 
contract  repudiated,  and  thereby  to  free  himself  from  all 
obligation  to  deliver  the  cargo.     On  the  other  hand,  as  has 
been  observed,  the  defendant  wished  to  obtain  the  cargo,  and 
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1848.  ^  also  to  have  the  power  of  bringing  an  action  if  the  com  did 
not  agree  with  the  sample.  It  seems  evident  to  me  that,  at 
the  time  when  the  unindorsed  bill  of  lading  was  lefl,  there 
was  no  agreement  between  the  two  parties  that  that  specific 
cargo  should  become  the  property  of  the  defendant  If 
that  is  so^  the  case  remiuns5  as  to  the  question  of  propertyi 
exactly  as  it  did  after  the  original  contract.  There  is  a 
contract  to  deliver  a  cargo  on  board,  and  probably  for  an 
assignment  of  that  cargo  by  indorsing  the  bill  of  lading  to 
the  defendant ;  but  there  was  nothing  which  amounted  to 
an  appropriation^  in  the  sense  of  that  term  which  alone 
would  pass  the  property.  The  result  is,  that,  in  this  action 
of  trover,  the  plaintiffs,  claiming  under  Lethbridge  by  the 
indorsement  of  the  bill  of  lading,  are  entitled  to  the  pro^ 
perty;  and  then  Mr.  Baker  has  his  remedy  against  him 
for  the  non-fulfilment  of  bis  contract*  which  be  certainly 
has  not  fulfilled, 

Aldbrson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  circum- 
stances of  the  case  clearly  shew  that,  when  the  cargo  was 
put  on  board  the  vessel,  the  property  in  the  cargo  did  not 
pass.  The  vendor,  at  that  time,  chooses  a  certain  quantity 
of  com,  which  he  intends  to  ofier  to  the  party  in  perform* 
anoe  of  his  contract ;  but  be  keeps  it  as  his  property  in  the 
meantime.  Such  being  the  state  of  matters,  the  property 
in  that  state  arrives  at  Bristol,  and  there  is  nothing  to  shew 
that  there  was  any  transaction  which  amounted  to  an  agree- 
ment between  the  parties  to  alter  that  arcangement;  there- 
fore the  property  did  not  pass  at  all;  and  as  the  one  party 
has  not  tendered  the  barley  in  discharge  of  his  contract,  the 
other  party  has  his  action  against  him» 


BoLFE^  B.,  and  Platt,  B.,  concurred. 


Bole  discharged. 
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HiBBERD  r.  Knight.  Feb,  9. 

ijOVENANT  on  aa  indenture  of  lease.    Plea,  (amongst  in  an  action  on 

.1        \  ,   n     .  a  covenant  by 

Others),  non  est  factual.  leasee  against 

At  the  trial  of  the  cause,  before  Williams,  J.,  at  tlie  last  Jhcilislh*^ 
Summer  Assizes  for  Somersetshire,  it  appeared  that  the  been  executed 

1  111         i../»»ii  •  1       by  defendant'a 

iction  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  the  lessee,  against  the  agent  under  a 
defendant,  the  lessor,  for  the  breach  of  certain  covenants  ney,nponwhom 
in  an  indenture  of  lease  entered  into  by  them.     The  de-  5  subpoena 

*'  daces  tecum 

fendant  was  possessed  of  large  landed  estates  in  this  coun-  bad  been  senr- 
try,  but  resided  abroad,  and  the  management  of  his  affairs  proper  time  :— 
had  for  a  long  time  been  in  the  bands  of  his  son,  who  acted  ^nd^it^'*  *** 


evi- 


onder  a  power  of  attorney.     The  lease  in  question  was  denceofthe 

contents  of  the 

executed  by  the  son,  for  the  defendant,  under  this  power  of  power  of  attor. 
attorney.  The  son,  who  was  called  as  a  witness,  failed  to  to  be  admitted. 
produce  the  power  of  attorney.  A  subpoena  duces  tecum  bad  ca^ofbe™*^. 
been  served  on  him,  but  at  too  late  a  period.  The  learned  peUed  by  the 
Judge  admitted  secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  dose  the  con- 
power  of  attorney ;  and  the  plaintiff*  had  a  verdict,  with  ^^nt'^  deed  in 
leave  reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  bia  posaewion, 

but  if  he  do  ao 
willingly  the 
^        *i*  i_x»"i  1       ••  evidence  may 

Crowaer  having  obtfunea  a  rule  msi,  be  received. 

Kinglahey  Serjt.,  now  shewed  cause. — This  power  of 
attorney  was  as  material  a  document  as  the  lease  itself,  and 
must  be  taken  to  have  been  in  custody  with  the  lease. 
The  cqatody  of  the  son  was  the  proper  custody.  There 
was  evidence  that  he  alone  managed  all  the  business,  and 
that  his  father  never  interfered.  [Rolfe,  B. — The  lessor  is 
the  most  unlikely  person  to  have  the  lease.  AldersoUf  B. — 
Of  the  three  parties,  either  the  lessee  or  his  attorney  would 
properly  have  the  custody  of  it.]  The  service  of  a  sub- 
poena duces  tecum  was  not  necessary. 

Crotoder,  contrd,  was  not  called  upon. 
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1848.  Parke,  B. — The  rule  in  this  case  must  be  made  abso- 

HiBBERD  lute.  This  power  of  attorney  is  the  deed  of  the  attorney 
&NroHT.  ^  whom  it  was  given,  and  he  is  to  keep  it,  and  tmder  it  to 
shew  that  he  has  authority  for  what  he  has  done.  The 
witness  should  have  been  duly  served  with  a  subpoena  duces 
tecum ;  and  in  case  he  had  not  produced  the  deed,  he  might 
have  been  punished.  The  case  of  Marston  v.  Dawnes  (a) 
is  often  referred  to.  There  a  witness,  an  attorney,  refused 
to  produce  a  title-deed  because  it  was  his  client's,  but  he 
told  the  contents  of  the  deed  willingly.  My  brother 
Ludlow  objected  to  the  evidence,  not  on  the  ground  that 
the  attorney  was  privileged,  but  that  no  secondary  evi- 
dence could  be  given  of  the  deed,  which  was  itself  in  exist- 
ence. My  brother  Patteson  ruled  that  secondary  evidence 
might  be  given,  as  the  party  was  not  obliged  to  give  up 
his  deeds,  and  that,  if  the  attorney  did  not  insist  upon  his 
privilege,  but  chose  willingly  to  disclose  the  contents  of 
them,  the  evidence  might  be  received.  Thus  explained, 
the  case  is  correct.  Where  a  deed  is  in  the  possession  of 
a  person  which  he  is  not  obliged  to  produce  under  a  sub- 
poena duces  tecum,  you  may  give  secondary  evidence  of  its 
contents,  as  you  have  done  everything  to  obtain  it.  The 
cases  of  Ditcher  v.  Kenrick(b),  and  Doe  d.  Gilbert  v. 
Ross(c)f  are  authorities  which  shew  this. 

Alderson,  B. — The  second  point  in  the  case  of  Marston 
v.  Dowries  requires  explanation.  It  would  seem,  from  the 
report  of  that  case,  that  an  attorney  can  be  compelled  by 
the  Couii;  to  divulge  the  contents  of  his  client's  deed.  The 
Court  will  hear  him,  and  receive  his  evidence,  if  he  does 
so  wilUngb/y  but  the  Court  cannot  insist  upon  it. 

BoLFE,  B.,  and  Platt,  B.,  concurred. 

Bule  absolute, 
(a)  6  C.  &  P.  381.  (6)  1  C.  &  P.  161.  (c)  7  M.  &  W.  102. 
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1848. 

Hooper  v.  Williams.  Fdf.  6. 

1  HE  dedaration  stated,  that  the  defendant,  on  the  12  th  of  A  dcciaratioii 
November,  A.D.  1846,  made  his  promissory  note  in  writing,  defendant  made 
and  thereby  promised  to  pay  to  the  bearer  thereof  £150  for  ^ote^f^ritUiX 
value  received  two  months  after  the  date  thereof,  which  period  ^^  thereby 

•  ,         ,         *^  promised  to 

had  elapsed  before  the  commencement  of  this  smt ;  and  the  pay  to  the 

defendant  then  delivered  the  said  note  to  one  J.  Kent,  who  £150^  two^ 

thereby  became  the  bearer  thereof,  and  who  indorsed  and  SlSe*  and^- 

delivered  it  to  the  plaintiff,  who  thereby  became  the  bearer  Uvered  the  note 

thereof;  whereof  the  defendant  then  had  notice,  and  then,  thereby  became 

in  consideration  of  the  premises,  promised  to  pay  the  amount  thereof  wid 

of  the  note  to  the  plaintiff  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  who  indorsed 

*•  °  and  delirered  it 

thereof. — ^Breach,  non-payment.  to  the  plaintiff, 

The  defendant  pleaded,  that  he  did  not  make  the  note.      became^the^ 

bearer  thereof. 
At  the  trial, 

At  the  trial,  before  Lord  Denman^  C  J.,  at  the  Surrey  t*»e  plaintiff 

ri».  ....  produced  in 

Spring  Assizes,  1847,  the  plaintiff  gave  in  evidence  the  fol-  evidence  a  note 
lowing  note :  —  defcndan*?.^** 

«  Camberwell,  Nov.  12,  1846.       P*^  ^^^'Tl*''** 

indorsed  by 

"Two  months  after  date,  I  promise  to  pay  to  my  own  ^^^  afti'^rds 
order  £150,  valae  received.  indorsed  by  K. 

_  ___  „        The  note  bore 

"  James  Williams."       a  4#.  6rf. 

stamp: — Heldf 
,  _   ,      that  though 

The  note,  which  bore  a  4^.  6d.  stamp,  was  indorsed  m  until  indorse- 
blank  by  the  defendant,  and  afterwards  by  J.  Kent.  It  "^^n  i^TOm- 
was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the  instru-  P*®*®^^^'^^" 

which  no  right 
to  rae  could  exist,  yet  the  effect  of  the  indorsement  was  to  render  it  a  valid  promissory  note 
payable  to  bearer,  and  consequently  it  was  properly  described  in  the  declaration,  and  properly 
stamped. 

Such  a  note,  before  indorsement,  amounts  to  a  pfomise  to  pay  the  sam  therein  mentioned  to 
the  person  to  whom  the  maker  should  afterwards  by  indorsement  order  it  to  be  paid,  such  in- 
dorsement being  intended  to  have  the  same  operation  as  if  put  on  a  complete  note.  If  the  in- 
dorsement should  be  to  a  particular  person,  or  to  A.  B.  or  his  order,  it  would  be  a  note  pay- 
able to  that  person,  or  to  A.  B.  or  his  order ;  and  if  in  blank,  it  would  be  payable  to  bearer,  in 
like  manner  as  a  sum  secured  by  a  complete  note  would  have  been  by  similar  indorsement  :— 
StmbU,  that  the  holder  might  fill  up  the  blank  indorsement  by  writing  over  it  his  own  name, 
and  so  make  it  payable  to  himself. 


V. 

Williams. 
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1848.  ment  given  in  evidence  was  not  a  promissory  note  within 
Hooper  ^^^  ^^^  3  &  4  Anne,  c  9,  and  that  it  did  not  support  the 
declaration ;  also,  that  it  should  have  been  stamped  as  an 
agreement ;  or  if  the  indorsement  by  the  defendant  were 
treated  as  a  new  contract,  then  a  new  stamp  would  be  re- 
quisite. The  learned  Judge  directed  a  nonsuit,  reserving 
leave  for  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him  for 
the  amount  of  the  note. 

Channett,  Serjt.,  in  last  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
accordingly ;  against  which, 

Montagu  Chambers  and  OgU  shewed  cause  in  Hilary 
Term  (January  18), — The  instrument  given  in  evidence  is 
not  a  promissory  note  within  the  3  &  4  Anne,  c.  9,  s.  1. 
The  same  point  was  decided  by  this  Court  in  the  case  of 
Flight  V,  Maclean  (a).  There  the  first  count  of  the  de- 
claration stated,  that  the  defendant  made  his  promissory 
note  in  writing,  and  thereby  promised  to  pay  to  the  order 
of  the  defendant  £500,  two  months  after  date,  and  in- 
dorsed the  same  to  the  plaintiff.  To  that  count  there  was 
a  special  demurrer,  on  the  ground  that  a  note  payable  to 
the  maker's  order  was  not  a  legal  instrument,  and  could 
not  be  negotiated.  The  Court  held  the  count  bad,  as  the 
instrument  declared  on  was  not  a  promissory  note  within 
the  statute  of  Anne.  A  contrary  decision,  however,  was 
come  to  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  in  a  [subsequent 
case  of  Wood  v.  Mytton{b).  There  the  declaration  was 
in  the  same  form,  and,  after  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  a 
motion  was  made  to  arrest  the  judgment,  on  the  ground 
that  a  note  payable  to  the  order  of  the  maker  was  not  a 
negotiable  instrument ;  and  therefore  that,  on  the  face  of 
the  declaration,  no  title  or  right  of  action  in  the  plaintiff 
was  shewn.     The  Court  discharged  the  rule,  holding  that 

(a)  16  M.  &  W.  61. 
(Jb)  T.  T.,  1847,  June  4, 13;  10  Law  J.,  (1.  B.,  44(5. 
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siich  a  note  was  within  the  statute  of  Anne,  and  assignable  ^  1848.^ 
by  indorsement.  If  that  decision  be  correct,  from  what  Hoopbb 
time  would  the  Statute  of  Limitations  begin  to  run — whe-  Willi ams^ 
ther  from  the  date  of  the  note  or  the  time  of  the  indorse* 
ment?  It  will  be  argued  on  the  other  side,  that,  assuming 
the  promise  by  the  maker  of  the  note  to  pay  himself  was 
invalid,  still,  when  he  indorsed  his  name  upon  the  instru- 
ment, it  became  a  valid  promissory  note,  payable  to  bearer; 
but  the  indorsement  imports  that  he  has  given  an  order  to 
that  person  whom  he  agrees  to  pay,  not  to  the  bearer.  The 
cases  relating  to  the  effect  of  an  indorsement  of  an  incom'^ 
plete  instrument  arose  on  bills  of  exchange,  which,  as  ob<^ 
served  by  Lord  Mat^field  in  Heylyn  v.  Adamton  (a),  bear 
no  similitude  to  promissory  notes.  Pearson  v.  Garrett  {b) 
is  an  authority  to  shew  that  a  note  in  this  form  would  have 
been  void  before  the  statute  of  Anne ;  and  that  act  gives 
no  right  to  sue  on  it  as  if  payable  to  bearer.  The  plaintiff 
should  have  declared  on  the  original  contract,  and  then  the 
note  would  have  been  good  evidence  of  it:  Gierke  v.  Mar' 
tin  (c).  The  instrument  is  improperly  described  in  the  de- 
claration as  a  note  payable  to  bearer:  Burmester  v.  Ho^ 
garth  (^d).  But  if  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  in  fVaod  v.  Mytton  be  correct,  and  this  note  is  within 
the  statute  of  Anne,  the  declaration  should  have  stated  it  as 
a  note  payable  to  the  maker's  own  order.  A  similar  note 
was  so  declared  on  in  Iscuic  v.  Farrar(e).  At  all  events, 
if  the  effect  of  the  indorsement  was  to  render  the  instrument 
a  note  payable  to  bearer,  it  would  require  a  new  stamp. 

J.  Brown,  in  support  of  the  rule. — In  FHyht  v.  Maclean{f) 
this  point  was  not  fully  discussed ;  it  became  unnecessary  to 
do  so,  as  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judgment  at  all  events  on 

(a)  2  Bur.  676.  (d)  11  M.  &  W.  97. 

(h)  4  Mod.  242.  (e)  1  M.  &  W.  Q6, 

(c)  2  Lord  Rayra.  757.  (/)  16  M.  &  W.  63. 
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1848.        one  of  the  counts.  When  a  promissory  note  is  made  payable 
Hooper      ^  ^^  maker^s  own  order^  and  he  indorses  it^  it  becomes  in 
^*  legal  effect  a  note  payable  to  bearer,  and  so  falls  within  the  sta- 

tute of  Anne.  It  is  competent  for  the  holder  to  write  above 
the  indorsement,  **  pay  to  bearer."  That  is  evident  from  the 
case  of  Lucas  v.  Marsh  (a)y  which  was  an  action  by  the  in- 
dorsee of  a  promissory  note,  and  on  the  trial  the  note  was  pro- 
duced, indorsed  by  the  drawer,  and  not  superscribed.  And 
the  question  on  the  point  reserved  was,  whether  or  no,  after 
the  objection  taken,  the  indorsement  to  the  phdntiff  could 
be  supplied  by  the  Court  It  was  held  that  the  words 
**  pay  the  contents,"  &c.,  might  be  put  or  set  over  the  name 
indorsed  in  court.  The  property  is  transferred  by  the  in- 
dorsement, and  wliere  the  indorsement  appears  to  be  super- 
scribed, the  Court  never  inquires  when  the  superscription 
was  written.  More  v.  Manning  {b)  is  an  authority  to  the 
same  effect.  When  the  maker  of  a  note  promises  to  pay  to 
his  own  order,  it  is  the  same  as  if  he  had  said,  ^'I  will  pay  to 
the  person  I  order."  Then  the  effect  of  his  indorsement  is 
to  order  payment  to  bearer,  and  so  the  instrument  becomes 
in  terms  a  promissory  note  payable  to  bearer.  The  super- 
scription has  relation  to  the  time  of  the  indorsement;  until 
then  the  instrument  remains  wholly  inoperative.  Cntchley 
V.  Clarance  (c)  decided  that  a  bill  of  exchange,  drawn  and 
issued  in  blank  for  the  name  of  the  payee,  may  be  filled  up 
by  a  bond  fide  holder  with  his  own  name.  Le  Blanc,  J., 
there  says, — "  It  is  the  same  thing  as  if  the  defendant  had 
made  the  bill  payable  to  bearer."  In  Peacock  v.  Rhodes{d), 
Lord  Mansfield  says, — "  I  see  no  difference  between  a  note 
indorsed  in  blank  and  one  payable  to  bearer.  They  both  go 
by  delivery,  and  possession  proves  property  in  both  cases." 
In  Chitty  on  Bills  (e),  it  is  said  that  an  indorsement  in 


(a)  Barnes,  453.  (d)  2  Doug.  60. 

(b)  1  Comyns,  311.  (e)  P.  229,  9th  ed. 

(c)  2  M.  &  Sel.  90. 
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blank  is  sufficient  to  transfer  the  right  of  action  to  any  bon&         i848. 
fide  holder,  and,  so  long  as  it  continues  in  blank,  makes  the       h^^^^ 
bill  or  note  payable  to  bearer.     This  instrument  must  have  «• 

It  •  J  -^  •  1         William*. 

been  intended  to  operate  in  some  way ;  and  if  it  can  only 
<^rate  by  being  payable  to  bearer,  the  Court  will  give  it 
that  constmction,  upon  the  principle  acted  upon  by  the 
Honse  of  Lords  in  the  case  of  Gibson  v.  Minet  (a).  There 
a  b31  of  exchange  was  drawn  in  favour  of  a  fictitious  payee, 
with  the  knowledge  as  well  of  the  acceptor  as  the  drawer, 
and  the  name  of  such  payee  was  indorsed  on  it  by  the  drawer, 
with  the  kiiowledge  of  the  acceptor,  which  fictitious  indorse- 
ment purported  to  be  to  the  drawer  himself  or  his  order,  and 
then  the  drawer  indorsed  the  bill  to  an  innocent  indorsee 
for  a  valuable  consideration;  and  it  was  held,  that  the  latter 
nught  recover  against  the  acceptor  as  on  a  bill  payable  to 
bearer.  Motham,  B.,  there  says,  *'It  having  been  found, 
then,  that  the  plaintifis  in  error  knew  at  the  time  of  their 
aooeptance  that  the  name  of  John  White  was  a  mere  fiction, 
they  must  be  presumed  to  have  known  more,  namely,  that 
no  regular  or  formal  title  could  ever  be  traced  through  him 
by  any  holder  of  the  bilL  If,  therefore,  they  have  accepted 
a  bin,  which  they  knew  was  so  framed  as  to  be  incapable  of 
bmg  proved  in  the  shape  it  bore,  they  shall  nevertheless 
be  held  to  their  undertaking  to  pay  it,  though  it  be  pre- 
sented to  them  in  another;  because  they  themselves  have 
induoed  such  necessity ;  for  it  is  a  known  rule  of  law  that 
no  man  shall  take  advantage  of  his  own  wrong."  Goidd,  J., 
ays,  "  As  it  appears  that  the  drawers  and  drawees  knew 
that  no  audi  person  as  John  White  existed,  and  therefore 
that  it  was  impossible  that  there  should  be  such  on  indorse^ 
ment  as  the  bill  literally  seems  to  req^uire,  and,  conse- 
qnently,  that  it  could  never  have  been  intended  that  there 
ahould  be  such  an  indorsement,  I  think  that  must  be  re^ 
jected  as  surplusage  and  repugnant.  The  bill  will  then 
stand  as  a  direction  to  pay  to  orders  and  supposing  it  to* 

(a)  1  H.  Blac.  6G9, 
VOL.  n.  c  EXCU. 
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1848.  have  been  drawn  in  that  form,  to  pay  to  order,  I  consider 
H00PK&  the  word  our  must  have  been  supplied  by  a  necessary  sub- 
Williams.  i'^tUgitur,  and  then,  the  bill  being  indorsed  to  the  plaintiffs 
for  a  full  and  valuable  consideration,  they  became  the  bond 
fide  holders,  and,  upon  thb  construction,  clearly  entitled  to 
recover  against  the  acceptors."  So  here,  the  indorsement 
being  in  blank,  its  legal  effisct  is  to  make  the  note  payable 
to  bearer  until  otherwise  filled  up,  and  then  payable  to 
order.  A  bill  will  be  valid  where  there  is  only  one  party 
to  it;  for  a  man  may  draw  on  himself,  payable  to  his  own 
order:  Clutty  on  BiUs,  9th  ed.,  p.  24;  Story  oa  Bills,  s.  35. 
The  Court  will  put  a  liberal  construction  on  the  statute  of 
Anne:  Oridge  v.  Sherborne  {a).  The  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions would  not  run  until  there  was  a  cause  of  action,  that 
is,  after  indorsement  This  being,  then,  a  promissory  note 
payable  to  bearer,  is  properly  described  in  the  declaration. 
£di8  V.  Berry  {b)  decided  that,  where  an  instrument  is  so 
ambiguous  in  terms  as  to  make  it  doubtful  whether  it  be  a 
biU  of  exchange  or  promissory  note,  the  holder  may,  at  his 
election,  (as  against  the  maker  of  the  instrument),  treat  it  aa 
either.  Assuming,  then,  that  this  instrument  became,  by 
indorsement,  a  valid  note  payable  to  bearer,  no  new  stamp 
would  be  requisite,  for,  until  indorsement,  it  had  no  opera- 
tion as  a  promissory  note. 

Cur.  a4v.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — ^In  this  case,  we  think  the  rule  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  should  be  made  absolute.  The 
plaintiff  declared  on  a  note  for  £150  at  two  months,  made 
by  the  defendant,  and  payable  to  bearer,  which  the  defend- 
ant delivered  to  one  J.  K.  Kent,  and  Kent  indorsed  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  defendant  pleaded,  that  he  did  not  make  the 
note.  On  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  produced  a  note  corre- 
sponding in  date,  made  by  the  defendant,  whereby  he  pro- 
mised to  pay  to  his  own  order  £150,  two  months  after  date. 

(a)  11  M.  &  W.  374.  (b)  G  B.  &  C.  433. 


HILARY  VACATION;    11  VICT.  19 

The  note  was  indorsed  in  blank  by  the  defendant,  and  1848. 
aflerwaids  by  J.  K.  Kent.  My  Brother  Channel!  ob-  Hoopbe 
jected  to  the  receipt  of  the  note  in  evidence,  on  the  ground  YfitlxAui, 
of  variance,  and  that  it  was  not  a  note  within  the  stat. 
3  &  4  Anne,  c  9,  and  not  obligatory  as  a  note ;  and  if  so, 
dttt  it  required  a  stamp  as  an  agreement,  or  that  the  in- 
doraement  by  Kent  made  it  a  new  note,  so  that  it  re- 
quired a  new  note  stamp.  Lord  Denman  allowed  the 
objeedons,  reserving  the  points.  On  shewing  cause  the 
pnncipal  question  was,  what  the  effect  of  this  instrument 
was  as  it  stood  oiiginally  before  it  was  indorsed,  and 
whether  it  was,  within  the  stat.  3  &  4  Anne,  c  9,  a  good 
and  valid  note,  payable  to  the  order  of  the  maker.  The 
opinion  of  this  Court  and  that  of  the  Queen's  Bench^ 
as  to  tins  point,  are  at  variance  with  one  another.  In 
FVghi  V.  MacUoHj  this  Court  held,  en  special  demurrer  to 
the  first  count  of  a  declaration  stating  a  note  payable  to 
the  order  of  the  maker,  and  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff,  that 
the  count  was  bad,  such  a  note  not  being  within  the  statute 
of  Anne*  The  case  of  Wood  v.  Mytton  afterwards  came  on 
m  the  Queen's  Bench.  It  was  an  action  on  a  similar  note 
indorsed  to  the  plaintiff  After  verdict  for  the  plaintifff  a 
moticm  was  made  in  arrest  of  judgment ;  and  the  Court  di&- 
dHurged  the  rule,  holding,  after  a  minute  examination  of 
all  the  piovifflons  of  the  statute  of  Anne,  that  such  a  note 
was  within  that  statute,  and  Itfsignable  by  indcMtsement. 
Though  these  decisions  are  not  at  variance,  as  will  be 
afterwards  explained,  the  construction  of  the  statute  by  the 
two  Courts  differs.  Aflier  a  careful  perusal  of  the  statute, 
we  must  say  that  we  do  not  think  that  it  ever  contemplated 
die  case  of  notes  payable  to  the  maker's  order,  which  are 
boomplete  instruments,  and  have  no  binding  effect  on  any 
one  till  indorsed.  The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  thought, 
that  though  the  first  part  of  the  first  section  of  the  statute  of 
Anne  applied  only  to  notes  payable  to  another  person,  or  his 
order,  or  to  bearer,  which  notes  it  makes  obligatory  betweeii 
the  parties,  yet  that  the  second  part  applies  to  every  note 
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payable  to  any  person^  and  therefore  includes  a  note  payable 
to  the  maker  or  his  order.  It  appears  to  u&  that  this  ia 
not  the  meaning  of  this  part  of  the  section,  which  is,  as  we 
think,  intended  to  make  those  instruments,  to  which  it  had 
previously  given  an  obligatory  effect  between  the  original 
parties,  transferable  to  third  persons,  so  as  to  enable  them 
to  sue  upon  them  as  upon  the  transfer  of  bills  of  exchange 
The  previous  part  of  the  section  had  ^ven  to  the  payee, 
when  the  note  was  made  payable  to  another  person;  or 
to  another  person  or  order;  and  to  the  bearer,  whoever  at 
any  time  he  might  be,  a  right  to  sue;  thus  providing  en- 
tirely for  notes  payable  to  bearer,  whether  in  the  hands  of 
the  original  or  a  subsequent  bearer.  And  then  the  section 
proceeds  to  make  the  class  of  notes  payable  to  a  person  or 
order  transferable.  We  think,  that  the  legislature,  by  the 
second  part  of  the  section,  could  only  mean  to  make  that 
instrument,  which  gave  a  right  to  suey  assignable ;  and  no 
right  to  sue  could  exist  in  any  one,  in  the  case  of  a  note 
payable  to  the  maker's  order,  until  the  order  was  made  in 
the  shape  of  an  indorsement:  until  that  indorsement  was 
made,  it  was  an  imperfect  instrument,  and,  in  truth,  not  a 
promissory  note  at  all,  and  consequently  not  transferable 
under  the  statute.  What,  then,  is  the  effect  of  the  indorse- 
ment to  another  person?  We  think  it  was  to  perfect  the 
incomplete  instrument,  so  that  the  original  writing  and  in- 
dorsement taken  together  became  a  binding  contract,  thouglv 
an  informal  one,  between  the  maker  and  the  indorsee,  and 
then,  and  not  till  then,  it  became  an  assignable  note. 

It  is  well  settied,  that  no  particular  form  of  words  is  ne- 
cessary to  constitute  a  promissory  note.  If  a  man  draws 
an  instrument  in  the  form  o£  a  bill  of  exchange  on  him- 
self, and  accepts  it,  it  is  a  promissory  note.  If  he  says^ 
"I  pay  to  A.  B.  £100,"  and  adds  an  address  to  the  in- 
strument, it  may  be  declared  on  as  a  note.  What,  then, 
is  the  meaning  of  the  instrument  in  question?  Before 
the  indorsement,  it  may  be  considered  to  be  a  promise  to 
pay  £150,  two  months  after  date,  to  the  person  to  whom 
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the  maker  should  afterwards,  by  indorsement,  order  the  1B48. 
amomit  to  be  paid,  such  indorsement  being  intended  to  "^^^ 
have  the  same  operation  as  if  put  on  a  complete  note.  If,  ^x,,^i^m« 
ihen,  the  indoisement  should  be  to  a  particular  person,  or  to 
A.  B.  or  his  order,  it  would  be  a  note  payable  to  that  per^ 
son,  or  to  A.  B.  or  his  order;  and  if  in  blank,  it  would  be 
payable  to  beaarer,  in  like  manner  as  a  sum  secured  'by  a 
complete  note  would  have  been  by  similar  indorsements.  It 
may  follow  as  a  consequence,  that  the  holder  might  fill  up 
the  blank  indorsement  by  writing  over  it  his  own  name,  and 
so  make  it  payable  to  himself,  although  it  is  not  necessary 
to  determine  that  point;  and,  reading  the  note  as  payable  to 
bearer,  any  one  may  afterwards  indorse  his  own  name,  and 
80  make  himself  liable  to  subsequent  holders,  as  the  indorser 
of  a  complete  note  payable  to  bearer  would  do :  Story  on 
Notes,  8.  132. 

It  appears  to  us,  then,  that  the  instrument  in  this  case 
was,  when  it  first  became  a  binding  promissory  note,  a  note 
payable  to  bearer,  and  consequently  was  propeiiy  described 
in  the  declaration. 

This  view  of  the  case  reconciles  the  decision  of  this  Court 
in  Flyht  v.  Maclean  with  that  of  the  Queen's  Bench  in 
Wood  V.  Mytton;  but  not  the  reasons  given  for  those  deci- 
sions. In  the  case  in  this  court,  the  declaration  was  bad  on 
special  demurrer,  as  it  did  not  set  out  the  legal  efiect  of  the 
instrument.  In  that  in  the  Queen's  Bench,  the  motion 
being  for  arrest  of  judgment,  the  declaration  was,  in  sub- 
stance, good ;  for  it  set  out  an  inartifidal  contract,  which 
had  the  l^al  efiect  of  a  valid  note  payable,  as  stated  on  the 
record^  to  the  plaintifi. 

The  difierence  between  the  two  Courts  in  the  construc- 
tion of -the  statute  is  of  no  practical  consequence,  as,  in  our 
view  of  the  case,  securities  in  this  informal,  not  to  say  ab- 
surd, form,  are  still  not  invalid;  and  it  might  be  of  much  in- 
convenience if  they  were,  for  there  is  no  doubt  that  this  form 
of  note,  probably  introduced  long  aft;er  the  statute  of  Anne, 
and  for  what  good  reason  no  one  can  teU,  has  become  of  late 
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1848.        years  exceedingly  commoa ;  and  it  is  obvious  that,  until  they 
Hoorsft      aro  indorsed,  they  must  always  renudn  in  the  hands  of  the 
William «.     D^^  himself,  and  so  he  can  never  be  liaUe  upon  them. 

The  objection  to  the  stamp,  in  our  view  of  the  case,  can- 
not prevail,  as  the  note  was  a  valid  note  at  two  months, 
payable  to  bearer  as  soon  as  the  indorsement  was  put  upon 
it ;  and  oar  judgment  is,  that  the  rule  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


p^^  Ig.  Moon  v.  Dubden* 

Theisuitee-    AsSUMPSIT.— The  dedaiution,  which  bore  date  the 
tYilTilt,    Iflt  of  December,  a.d.  1845,  stated  that  the  defendant  had 


which  received   \^qqj^  summoned  bv  virtue  of  a  writ  issued  on  the  12th  of 

the  royal  assent  ^ 

on  the  8th  of     June,  A.D.  1845,    It  then  alleged,  '^  that,  before  and  at  the 
oil^l/that  '    time  of  the  making  of  the  agreement  and  promise  of  the 


imd^i^eemats  defendant,  a  cert^  race  for  certain  stakes  of  great  value, 
by  way  of  gam-  |q  ^it,  the  sum  of  20001,  had  been  run  over  the  Epsom 

ing  or  wager- 

ingshaUbennil  racc-course,  to  wit,  at  Epsom,  and  a  certain  horse  called 
that  no  snit"  Bunning  Bein,  and  a  certain  other  horse  called  Orlando, 
shall  be  brooght  ^^^  ^j^^  certiun  Other  horses,  had  then  run  the  said  race, 

or  wuuniamea  ^  ^  ^ 

in  any  eonrt  of  over  the  said  race-coursc,  for  the  said  stakes ;  and  the  said 
for  reooTering  horse  Called  Running  Bein  had  then  reached  the  winning- 
mon^r  Ts-  P^^  before  the  other  horses  so  running  as  aforesaid,  and 
luabie  thuig  ai-  }^  beaten  them,  the  said  other  horses,  by  speed;  and  after 

legedtobewon  ,  /.  j 

nponanywager,  the  running  of  the  said  race,  and  before  and  at  the  time  of 
loLve  been  de.  the  making  of  the  agreement  and  the  promise  of  the  de- 
^^^f^^    fendant,  a  certidn  question  and  dispute  then  arose  as  to 

person  to  abide 

theerent  npon 

which  any  wager  shall  have  been  made:"  — Ae^,  per  Ptwkt,  B.,  AUenon,  B.,  and  Ito^fe,  B., 

{Piatt,  B*,  dissentiente),  that  the  statute  had  not  a  retroepectiTe  operation,  so  as  to  defeat  an 

action  for  a  wager,  commenced  before  the  statute  passed. 

Qiuere,  whether,  by  the  first  part  of  the  section,  the  legialatare  intended  to  pnt  at  once  an 
end  to  the  legal  obligation  both  of  existing  and  fature  wagering  contracts,  leaving  the  parties  to 
all  snch  wagers  to  act  thereafter  on  them  as  honourable  engagements  alone. 

The  genoal  rule  in  construing  recent  statutes  is,  "Nova  constitntio  futuris  formam  im- 
ponere  debet,  non  prsteritis ; "  but  tliat  rule,  which  is  one  of  construction  only,  will  yield  to  a 
sufficiently  expressed  intention  of  the  legislature  that  the  enactment  should  have  a  retrospectiTC 
Qpcntion* 
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whether  the  said  Running  Rein  was  duly  qualified  or  not  ^  1B48. 
for  the  running  and  for  being  entered  to  run  the  race,  and 
as  to  whether  the  said  Running  Rein  was  or  was  not  duly 
entitled  to  the  said  stakes,  and  duly  qualified  to  be  the 
winner  thereof,  and  as  to  whether  the  said  Running  Rein 
woold  or  would  not  obtain  the  said  stakes ;  and  thereupon 
heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  22nd  of  May,  a.d.  1844,  it  was 
agreed  by  and  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant, 
that  if  the  said  horse  called  Running  Rein  should  obtain 
the  said  stakes,  on  account  of  having  run  the  said  race,  the 
plaintiff  should  pay  to  the  defendant  the  sum  of  5/. ;  but 
that  if  the  said  horse  called  Running  Rein  should  not 
obtain  the  said  stakes  for  having  run  the  said  race,  he  (the 
defendant)  should  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  50/."  The 
dedaiation  then  alleged  mutual  promises,  and  averred  that 
*'the  8ud  Running  Rein  never  did  nor  has  obtained  the 
aaid  stakes  for  having  run  the  said  race,  but  that,  on  the 
oontraiy  thereof,  the  aaid  stakes  were  obtained  by  and 
given  to  the  owner  of  the  said  other  horse  called  Orlando.'^ 
— ^Breach,  non-payment  <^  the  said  sum  of  50/. 
Demurrer,  and  joinder* 

Lush  ai^ed  in  support  of  the  demurrer  in  last  Michael" 
mas  Vacation,  (Dec  8>— The  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  1 09,  s.  1 8,  enacts, 
**  That  all  contracts  or  agreements,  whether  by  parol  or  in 
writing,  by  way  of  gaming  or  wagering,  shall  be  null  and 
void ;  and  that  no  suit  shall  be  brought  or  maintained  in  any 
court  of  law  or  equity  for  recovering  any  sum  of  money  or 
valuable  thing  alleged  to  be  won  upon  any  wager,  or  which 
shall  have  been  deposited  in  the  hands  of  any  person  to  abide 
the  event  on  which  any  wager  shall  have  been  made."  The 
first  branch  of  the  section  is,  no  doubt,  prospective  only; 
but  the  second  is  retrospective.  If  the  legislature  had  only 
intended  to  prohibit  future  wagering  contracts,  it  would 
have  been  suflicieni  to  have  declared  them  ^'  null  and  void;" 
but  the  second  branch  of  the  clause,  which  says  that  '*  no 
suit  shall  be  brought  or  mcmfUained,'^  clearly  shews  that  the 
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1848.        enactment  was  intended  to  have  a  retrospective  operation* 
The  word  ^'maintained/'  when  used  with  reference  to  actions^ 
means  '^  continued"  after  they  have  been  brought    [Parke, 
B. — ^Is  not  the  true  construction  this — ''no  action  shall 
hereafter  be  brought,  or,  if  brought,  shall  be  mfuntained  ?^ 
In  that  view,  no  effect  would  be  given  to  the  latter  part 
of  the  section,  and  the  legislature  must  have  intended 
something  more;  for  it  would  be  useless  to  enact  that  no 
action  should  be  "brought"  or  "maintained"  upon  a  con* 
tract  already  declared  null  and  void.     Besides,  the  subse- 
quent words  are,  "  for  recovering  money  or  other  valuable 
thing  which  shall  have  been  deposited.^    If  intended   to 
apply  to  future  transactions  only,  the  words  would  have 
been,   "which  shall  be  deposited."    Notwithstanding  the 
general  rule  as  to  the  prospective  effect  of  recent  statutes, 
there  are  cases  in  which  new  enactments  have  been  held 
to  apply  to  past  transactions.    Whore  a  plaintiff  sued,  in 
Hilary  Term,  1829,  on  a  debt  which  accrued  more  than 
six  years  before,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  held  that  the 
9  Geo.  4,  c.  14,  which  came  into  operation  on  the  Ist  of 
January,  1829,  precluded  him  from  recovering  on  an  oral 
promise  to  pay  the  debt  made  by  the  defendant  in  Febm- 
aiy,  1828  :   Tawler  v.  Chatterton  (a).     In  the  judgment  in 
that  case,  reference  is  made  to  two  Nisi  Prius  decisions, 
one  before  HuUock^  B.,  and  the  other  before  Lord  Tenter' 
deUf  in  which  those  learned  judges  ruled  that  the  statute 
applied  to  the  case  of  actions  brought  before  the  1st  of 
Januaiy,  1829,  but  in  which  the  trials  did  not  take  place 
until  after  that  time;  although  the  effect  of  such  a  con- 
struction was  to  deprive  the  parties  of  their  vested  right  to 
recover  the  debts.     The  case  of  Edmonds  v.  Lawley{b),  in 
which  it  was  held  that  the  2  &  3  ^ct.  c.  29,  s.  %  wss  not 
retrospective,  is  distinguishable,  because  the  words  of  that 
statute  are  general,  and  capable  of  an  interpretation  either 
way*      Here  the  word  "  maintained"  has  been  advisedly 

(o)  6  Bing.  258.  {b)  6  M.  &  W.  285, 
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used  by  the  kgielature  for  the  purpose  of  etopping  wager-  1848. 
iiig  suits  already  commenced.  Any  other  mterpretation 
would  be  equivalent  to  striking  that  word  out  of  the  section. 
[Parke,  B. — The  case  of  Edmonds  v.  Lawley  is  decisive 
in  principle.  The  Court  there  held,  that  if  a  fiat  had  issued, 
and  assignees  had  been  appointed  before  the  passing  of  the 
2  &  3  Viet,  c  29,  s.  2,  they  would  have  had  a  vested  right 
to  the  property  of  the  bankrupt  from  the  time  of  the 
seizure ;  and  it  would  be  unjust  to  construe  the  act  so  as 
to  defeat  that  right  In  Nebtrop  v.  Scari8brick(a)  we  also 
held  that  the  statute  ought  to  be  construed  so  as  to  give 
effect  to  vested  rights ;  and  that  decision  was  confirmed  by 
Moore  v.  rhiUips^b).']  The  object  of  the  8  &  9  Vict,  c  109, 
was  to  prevent  parties  from  making  courts  of  law  instru- 
mental in  recovering  wagers;  and  that  can  only  be  done  by 
^ving  the  statute  a  retrospective  efiect. 

Bramtoell,  contra. — ^The  enactment  is  prospective  only. 
If  the  latter  part  of  the  section  be  read  as  applying  to  those 
contracts  which  are  annulled  in  the  former  part,  the  whole 
b  consistent.  The  construction  will  then  be  that  all  wager- 
ing contracts  shall  be  null  and  void,  and  no  action  shall  be 
brought  or  midntained  in  respect  of  theuL  To  hold  that 
die  word  ''maintained"  does  not  apply  to  all  actions  to 
which  the  word  "  brought"  applies,  would  be  to  hold  that 
the  legishiture  has  prohibited  the  «  bringing  "  of  an  action 
independently  of  the  "  maintaining"  of  it.  But  no  statute 
can  prevent  the  ''  bringing,"  though  it  may  the  "  maintain- 
iDg"  of  an  action.  The  true  construction,  therefore  is,  ''no 
action  shall  be  broughty  or  being  brought,  maintained"  The 
first  part  of  the  section  puts  an  end  to  suits  between  the 
parties  to  wagers ;  the  second  part  relates  to  stakeholders, 
who  would  otherwise  be  liable  to  actions  for  the  recovery  of 
a  thing,  in  specie  or  money,  deposited  with  them  to  abide  the 
event  of  wagers.  If,  in  this  case,  the  statute  had  passed  afler 
verdict,  and  before  judgment,  according  to  the  argument  on 

(a)  6  M.  &  W.  084.  (b)  7  M.  &  W.  530. 
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1848.  the  Other  side,  it  would  have  been  illegal  to  enter  up  judg- 
ment The  15th  section  repeals  certain  statutes  relating  to 
gaming^  except  as  to  penalties  incurred  before  a  certain  day. 
Then  the  16th  section  enables  persons,  sued  for  penalties,  to 
obtain  an  order  to  discontinue,  on  payment  of  costs.  But 
the  statute  contains  no  provision  for  discontinuing  actions 
for  wagers  already  commenced,  which  shows  that  the  legis* 
lature  did  not  intend  to  defeat  existing  rights  in  that  respect. 
Where  the  law  is  altered  by  statute,  pending  an  action,  the 
law  as  it  existed  when  the  action  was  commenced  must  de- 
cide the  rights  of  the  parties,  unless  the  legislature,  by  the 
language  used,  show  a  clear  intention  to  vary  the  mutual 
relation  of  such  parties :  Hitchcock  v.  Wray  (a). 

Ltish  replied. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

The  Court  having  differed  in  opinion,  the  learned  judges 
now  delivered  their  judgments  seriatim* 

Platt,  B. — This  action  was  brought  on  the  12th  of 
June,  1845.  In  December,  1845,  the  plaintiff  declared 
upon  a  wager  alleged  to  have  been  won  on  a  horse-race. 
The  defendant  demurred  to  the  declaration.  The  ques- 
tion raised  by  this  demurrer  is,  whether  the  pMntiff  was 
barred,  by  the  18th  section  of  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  109,  from 
maintaining  his  action.  The  statute  received  the  royal 
assent  on  the  8th  of  August,  1845 ;  and  the  18th  section 
enacts,  ^'that  all  contracts  or  agreements,  whether  by  parol 
or  in  writing,  by  way  of  gaming  or  wagering,  should  be 
null  and  void;  and  that  no  suit  should  be  brought  or 
maintained  in  any  court  of  law  or  equity,  for  recovering 
any  sum  of  money  or  valuable  thing,  alleged  to  be  won 
upon  any  wager,  or  which  should  have  been  deposited  in 
the  hands  of  any  person  to  abide  the  event  on  which  any 
wager  should  have  been  made." 

The  general  rule,  governing  the  construction  of  statutes^ 

(a)  6  Ad.  &  Ell.  943. 
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18  correctly  stated  in  Bac  Abr.  439, ''  Statute,"  C.  It  is  1848. 
there  laid  down  aa  in  general  true, "  that  no  statute  is  to  have 
s  retrospect  beyond  the  time  of  its  commencement ;  for  the 
nle  and  law  of  Parliament  is,  that  nova  constitutio  futuris 
formam  debet  imponere,  non  prseteritis ;"  ssid  Gihnare  v.  The 
Executors  of  Shooter  (a)  is  quoted  as  an  example.  In  that 
case,  a  treaty  of  marriage  being  on  foot  between  the  plain- 
tiff snd  a  person  whom  he  afterwards  married  and  had 
£2000  with  as  a  portion.  Shooter,  who  was  of  kin  to  the 
plaintiflr,  promised  to  give  him  as  much,  or  to  leave  him  as 
much  by  his  wilL  This  promise  was  made  before  the  24th 
of  June,  1677.  Shooter  died  in  September  following,  with- 
out having  paid  the  money,  or  made  provision  by  his  will 
for  the  payment  thereof.  An  action  was  brought  agamst 
the  executors  of  Shooter,  and  the  question  made  upon  the 
special  verdict  was,  whether  the  promise,  not  being  in 
writiiig,  was  within  29  Car.  2,  a  3,  whereby  it  is  enacted, 
''that,  firom  and  after  the  24th  of  June,  1677,  no  action 
shall  be  brought  to  charge  any  person  upon  any  agreement 
made  upon  consideration  of  marriage,  unless  the  agreement 
tipoQ  which  such  action  shall  be  brought,  or  some  memo- 
landum  or  note  thereof,  shall  be  in  writing,  and  signed  by 
the  party  to  be  charged.''  Judgment  was  given  for  the 
plaintiff.  And,  per  Cur.,  it  cannot  be  presumed  that  this 
act  was  to  have  a  retrospect,  so  as  to  take  away  a  right  of 
action  which  the  phdntaff  was  entitled  unto  before  the  time 
of  its  C(Hnmencement  It  should,  however,  be  observe^ 
that  the  form  of  the  condition,  on  which  the  right  to  bring 
an  action  was  made  to  depend,  imported  that  future  agree- 
ments alone  were  required  to  be  written  and  signed.  The 
words  are,  '*  unless  the  agreement  shaU  be  in  writing,  and 
ogned."  But  the  general  rule  is  not  without  exception. 
A  statute  may  have  a  retrospect  to  a  time  antecedent  to 
that  of  its  commencement  Thus,  a  statute  which  compels 
a  covenantor  to  do  an  act,  which  before  the  passing  of  the 

(a)  2  Mod.  310. 
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1848.  statute  he  had  covenanted  not  to  do,  or  which  forbids  his 
doing  an  act,  which  he  had  before  the  passing  of  the  statute 
covenanted  to  do,  repeals  the  covenant:  Brewster  v.  Kitch" 
ell{d).  The  9  Geo.  4,  cl4,  s.  1,  enacts,  ''that  in  actions 
grounded  on  any  simple  contract,  no  acknowledgment  or 
promise  shall  be  deemed  sufficient  evidence  of  a  new  or 
continuing  contract,  whereby  to  take  the  case  out  of  the 
operation  of  the  21  Jac^  1,  c.  16,  unless  such  acknowledg- 
ment or  promise  shall  be  made  or  contained  by  or  in 
some  writing,  to  be  signed  by  the  party  chargeable."  That 
statute  was  to  take  effect  on  and  after  the  Ist  of  January, 
1829,  and  has  been  construed  to  render  insufficient  all  proo^ 
adduced  after  the  31st  of  December,  1828,  of  an  unwritten 
acknowledgment  or  promise;  although,  by  such  a  construc- 
tion, the  statute  is  made  to  operate  retrospectively,  in 
avoidance  of  all  acknowledgments  and  promises  expressed 
before  the  1st  of  January,  1829:  Towler  v.  Chatlertanib), 
AnseU  v.  AnselKc),  Cunner  v.  Cattle  (d).  By  the  3  &  4 
WilL  4,  c.  42,  6.  31,  personal  representatives  failing  in  their 
suits  are  subject  to  costs.  This  statute  has  been  held,  by 
the  Courts  of  Queen's  Bench  and  Exchequer,  to  operate  re- 
trospectively, and  to  render  executorsand  administrators  who 
had  brought  their  actions  before  it  passed,  liable:  Freeman  v. 
Moyes  (e).  Pickup  v.  Wharton  (/),  Grant  v.  Kemp  (y).  The 
former  of  these  two  statutes  intended  to  abolish  an  unsatis- 
factory means  of  proof;  and  the  latter,  the  anomaly  of  allow- 
ing a  plaintiff,  because  he  sued  in  a  representative  character, 
to  escape  the  just  penalty  of  paying  the  costs  occasioned  by 
his  having  brought  a  desperate  and  ill-founded  action. 

The  8  &  9  Vict  c.  109,  intended  to  prevent  for  the  future 
her  Majesty's  courts  of  justice  from  being  required  to  exe- 
cute the  unworthy  office  of  deciding  a  gambling  controversy, 
or  of  compelling,  by  their  process,  the  payment  of  a  wager. 

(a)  1  Salk.  198.  («)  1  Ad.  &  Ell.  338. 

Ih)  3  M.  &  P.  619.  (/)  2  C.  &  M.  405. 

(c)  3  C.  &  P.  663.  (g)  Id.  636. 

(d)  2  M.  &  P.  367;  9  Bisg.  258. 
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By  adhering  to  the  express  provisions  of  the  9  Geo.  4,      ^  1848. 
c  14,  8. 1,  and  the  3  &  4  WiU.  4,  c.  42,  s.  31,  the  Courts 
haTe  applied  the  remedies  intended. 

By  a  like  course  alone  will  this  Court  accomplish  the 
object  of  the  legislature  in  penning  the  18th  section  of  the 
8  &  9  Vict,  c  109.  In  that  section  the  legislature  appears 
to  me  to  have  intended  to  deal  with  subsisting,  as  well  as 
with  future,  contracts  by  way  of  gaming  or  wagering.  After 
annulling  future  contracts  of  that  description,  any  further 
proririon  as  to  them,  or  as  to  any  proceedings  upon  them, 
was  unnecessary.  The  enacting  part  of  the  section  might 
ha^e  stopped  at  the  end  of  the  declaration  that  such  con- 
tracts should  be  null  and  void.  The  next  provision,  there- 
fore, must  be  taken  to  deal  with  money  or  other  valuable 
things  alleged  to  be  won  upon  such  wagering  contracts  as 
finbosted  on  the  8th  of  August,  1845;  and  as  to  them,  to 
inciq^citate  the  winner  from  bringing  or  maintaining  in  any 
court  of  law  or  equity  a  suit  for  their  recovery.  The  words 
are,  *^  and  that  no  suit  shall  be  brought  or  maintained  in 
any  court  of  law  or  equity  for  recovering  any  sum  of  money 
or  valuable  thing  alleged  to  be  won  upon  any  wager,  or 
whidi  shall  have  been  deposited  in  the  hands  of  any  per- 
son to  abide  the  event  on  which  any  wager  shall  have  been 
made."  In  any  way  of  reading  this  part  of  the  section,  it 
is  imposfflble  to  prevent  its  operating  to  defeat  the  rights 
Tested  in  the  winners  to  recover,  if  they  shall  have  failed 
to  bring  their  actions  before  the  8th  of  August,  1845. 
But  upon  what  principle  can  it  be  uiged,  that  one  of  two 
persons,  each  having  won  a  bet  on  the  same  day,  and  upon 
the  same  event,  shall  be  entitied  to  recover,  because  he  shall 
have  brought  his  suit  the  day  next  before  the  act  received 
the  royal  assent ;  and  the  other,  who  shall  have  brought 
his  suit  two  days  later,  shall  be  barred  altogether?  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  legislature,  contemplating  the  injus- 
tice of  allowing  such  a  distinction,  has  advisedly  introduced 
the  words  ''or  maintained,"  in  order  to  extend  equally  to  both 
the  incapadty  to  recover.    The  legislature  has  used  the 
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^848.^  woi^  '^maintained"  alternativelj :  are  we  to  say  it  has  no 
distinct  meaning  ?  Dixit :  are  we  to  say  non  voluit  ?  The 
verb  ^'to  maintain,"  in  pleading,  has  a  distinct  technical 
signification.  It  signifies  to  support  what  has  already  been 
brought  into  existence.  Thus,  a  defendant,  who  admits 
the  right  of  a  plaintiff  to  bring,  or  to  bring  and  up  to 
the  last  {heading  maintain,  his  action,  but  relies  on  matter 
disabling  him  from  further  proceeding,  insists  that  the  plain- 
tiff ought  not,  by  reason  of  such  matter,  further  to  maintain 
his  action.  A  plea  in  bar  of  the  further  maintenance  of  the 
action  admits  the  plaintiff  to  have  properly  maintained  it 
up  to  the  time  of  such  plea.  In  this  case,  however,  the  de-" 
fendant,  by  his  demurrer,  objects  to  the  declaration.  He 
says,  ^ Your  action  was  brought  properly;  but  you  have  no 
light  to  maintain  it  by  your  dedazation,  or,  in  other  words, 
the  law  has  intervened  and  deprived  you  of  that  right."  The 
like  intervention  deprived  the  plaintiff  in  KirKhaitgh  v.  Her^ 
berty  and  the  anonymous  case  also  referred  to  in  6  Bing.  265, 
of  his  right  of  action,  and  in  Grant  v.  Kemp  (a)  and  Free^ 
man  v.  Moyes  (&)  of  his  immunity  firom  the  defendant's  costs* 

In  confirmation  of  the  view  which  I  have  taken  of  the 
18th  section,  it  should  be  observed,  that  the  expressions 
^<  shall  have  been  deposited"  and  ^'shall  have  been  made"  ap- 
pear to  have  been  selected  in  contradistinction  to  the  words 
^'shall  be."  If  the  section  was  intended  to  operate  piospeo^ 
tively  only,  the  words  ''shall  be"  would  have  been  appro^ 
priate  to  its  object ;  but  if  retrospectively,  the  words  "  shall 
have  been"  would  be  not  only  a{^ropriate,  but  necessary. 

The  15  th  section  repealed  various  l^islative  provisions 
against  gaming,  except  as  to  any  penalties  incurred  on  or 
before  the  5th  of  March,  1844,  and  for  recovering  which 
any  suit  should  have  been  commenced  before  the  5tfa  of 
March  in  tiiat  year.  By  the  16th  section,  it  is  made  lawful 
for  any  person  sued  for  recovery  of  any  pecuniary  penalty 
incurred  on  or  before  the  8th  of  August^  1845,  under  the 

(a)  2  C.  &  M.  636.  {h)  1  Ad.  &  £11.  SSS. 


HILARY  VACATION,   11  VICT.  31 

provifflons  of  any  act  amended  or  repealed  by  former  sec-      ^^^* 

tioo£^  to  apply  to  the  Court  or  a  judge  for  an  order  that 

such  action  shall  be  discontbued  upon  payment  of  the 

costs  incurred  on  or  before  the  5th  of  March,  1844 ;  and 

ereiy  such  Court  or  judge  is  required  to  make  such  order, 

and,  upon  the  making  such  order,  and  payment  or  tender 

of  such  costs,  the  action  is  to  be  dilcontinued.     The  effect 

of  these  two  sections  is  to  deprive  the  informer  of  the  penalty 

in  eveiy  caae  altogether,  an^to  impose  upon  him  the  pay-* 

ment  of  the  whole  of  his  own  costs,  if  he  shall  not  have 

brought  his  action  for  its  recovery  on  <^  before  the  5th  of 

March,  1844 ;  and  of  so  much  of  them  as  he  shall  have  in^ 

curred  during  the  fifteen  months  next  before  the  passing  of 

the  act,  if  he  shall  have  brought  his  action  on  or  before  that 

day. 

The  relief  extended  by  these  sections  was  to  the  g^ty* 
Those  who  had  not  incurred  penalties  did  not  require  it.  I 
cannot  suppose  that  the  legislature  proposed  to  extend  to 
the  gambler  suing  for  money  won,  protection  which  it 
denied  to  the  informer  suing  for  penalties  incurred,  and 
which  had  been  imposed  on  persons  guilty  of  deceitful 
gaming,  and  to  which  the  law  had  given  him  a  distinct  title« 
Yet,  if  the  word  '* maintain''  in  the  18th  section  is  to  be 
treated  as  redundant,  and  is  not  to  be  understood  to  apply 
to  actions  pending,  the  gambler  may  recover  in  his  action 
on  a  wager,  while  the  informer  would  be  barred  from  main- 
taining his  action,  and  would  be  entitled  to  a  portion  only 
of  his  costs,  should  he  have  been  so  fortunate  as  to  have 
done  what  probably  no  informer,  suing  for  penalties  on  the 
8th  of  August,  1845,  had  done,  namely,  brought  his  action 
on  or  before  the  5th  of  March,  1844.  Practically,  the 
15th  section  stripped  the  informer  of  the  right  with  which 
the  law  had  deliberately  clothed  him>  without  giving  him 
any  compensation  for  the  loss  of  the  penalty  or  of  his  costs. 
And,  although  it  is  impossible  to  escape  from  giving  to  the 
15th  and  1 6th  sections  a  retrospective  operation,  the  Courfe 
is  called  upon  to  conclude  that  the  18th  section  was  noli 
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1848.  ^  intended  to  operate  as  extensively  against  the  gambler,  and 
in  order  to  arrive  at  that  conclusion,  to  treat  as  surplusage, 
or,  in  other  words,  to  annul,  the  plainly  additional  enactment 
contained  in  that  section. 

Upon  the  whole,  taking  into  consideration  the  general 
spirit  of  the  act,  and  the  nuisance  the  legislature  sought,  by 
the  18th  section,  to  abftte,  I  think  they  intended  that,  from 
the  8th  of  August,  1845,  when  the  act  received  the  royal 
assent,  her  Majesty's  courts  q§  law  and  equity  should  not 
be  made  instrumental  in  enforcing  the  payment  of  a  wager; 
that  the  supposed  vested  rights  of  winners  to  recover  were 
not  contemplated  as  subjects  of  legislative  protection,  but, 
on  the  contrary,  were  absolutely  annulled ;  that,  from  and 
aft;er  the  8th  of  August,  the  winners  were  barred  from 
bringing,  or,  if  they  had  then  brought  them,  from  main^ 
taining,  suits  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  to  recover  the  mo- 
ney or  valuable  thing  alleged  to  be  won;  and,  consequently, 
that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  judgment 

SoLFE,  B. — This  was  an  action  on  a  wager.  It  was  com^ 
menced  on  the  12th  of  June,  1845;  and  the  mun  question 
in  the  case  is,  whether  the  effect  of  the  stat.  8  &  9  Yictr 
c.  109,  s.  18,  is  to  disable  the  plaintiff  from  maintaining  the 
action.  That  statute  did  not  receive  the  royal  assent  until 
August,  1845,  afler  this  action  had  been  commenced. 

The  language  of  the  18th  section  is  as  follows : — **  And 
be  it  enacted,  that  all  contracts  or  agreements,  whether  by 
parol  or  in  writing,  by  way  of  gaming  or  wagering,  shall  be 
null  and  void ;  and  that  no  suit  shall  be  brought  or  main- 
tained in  any  court  of  law  or  equity  for  recovering  any  sum 
of  money  or  valuable  thing  alleged  to  be  won  upon  any 
wager,  or  which  shall  have  been  deposited  in  the  hands  of 
any  person  to  decide  the  event  on  which  any  wager  shalf 
have  been  made." 

The  effect  of  this  clause  is  to  make  void  all  wagers,  and 
to  prevent  the  bringing  or  maintaining  any  action  for  the  re* 
covery  of  money  won  on  any  wager;  and  the  only  question: 
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isy  whether  its  operation  is  retrospectiye^  so  as  to  affect  past      ^  1848. 
transactioiis  and  existing  suits. 

The  general  rule  on  this  subject  is  stated  by  Lord  Coke^ 
in  the  second  Institute,  292,  in  his  Commentary  on  the 
Statute  of  Gloucester,  '^Nova  constitutio  futuris  formam 
imponere  debet,  non  prseteritis ;"  and  the  principle  is  one  of 
sach  obvious  convenience  and  justice,  that  it  must  always 
be  adhered  to  in  the  construction  of  statutes,  unless  in  cases 
where  there  is  something  on  the  face  of  the  enactment 
potting  it  beyond  doubt  that  the  legislature  meant  it  to 
operate  retrospectively. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant  it  was  argued,  that  in  this 
statute  the  clause  must  have  been  intended  to  affect  past 
tninsBCtions ;  because  it  not  only  enacts  that  wagers  shall 
be  null  and  void,  but  further,  that  no  suit  shall  be  brought 
or  maintained  for  the  recovery  of  money  won  on  a  wager« 
The  ktter  branch  of  the  clause,  it  was  contended,  would 
have  no  operation  if  the  enactment  were  restricted  to  future 
wagers;  for  it  would  be  useless  to  enact  that  no  action 
should  be  brought,  and  still  more  so  that  no  action  should 
be  nuthUainedj  in  respect  of  a  contract  already  declared  to 
be  noil  and  void ;  and  particularly  the  enactment,  that  no 
action  should  be  maintained,  must,  it  was  said,  apply  not 
only  to  wagers  already  won,  but  even  to  suits  already  pend-* 
ing  for  their  recovery. 

It  must  be  observed  that  this  latter  part  of  the  enactment 
—that,  I  mean,  which  prohibits  the  brin^g  or  maintain- 
ing of  actions — ^is  in  no  respect  inconsistent  with  the  con-^ 
straction  which  gives  to  the  enactment  an  operation  merely 
proepective*  The  most  that  can  be  contended  is,  that  the 
words  in  question  are  unnecessary;  and  therefore,  inde- 
pendent of  authority,  if  the  argument  rested  here,  what 
we  should  have  to  dedde  would  be,  whether  the  improba- 
bility that  the  legislature  should  imnecessarily  prohibit  the 
bringing  or  maintaining  an  action  on  a  contract  already 
made  void  in  a  prior  part  of  the  same  clause,  is  so  great  as 

VOU  IL  D  EXCH. 
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1848.^  to  warrant  us  in  saying  that  it  must  have  been  intended 
retrospectiyelj  to  affect  rights  abneady  Tested.  I  think  this 
would  be  a  very  unreasonable  and  strained  inference,  and 
which,  considering  the  ordinary  frame  and  language  of  acts 
of  Parliament,  would  be  by  no  means  fairly  deducible  from 
the  clause  in  question.  But  the  argument  of  the  defend- 
ant did  not  rest  on  general  reasoning  only ;  he  relied  on 
some  authorities,  in  which  he  contended  that  the  Courts  had, 
notwithstanding  the  general  rule  as  to  the  prospective  na- 
ture  of  new  enactments,  held  them  to  apply  to  past  trans- 
actions as  well  as  future.  The  first  of  these  authorities 
was  Towler  v.  ChaUerUm  (a).  That  was  an  action  of  in- 
debitatus assumpsit,  to  which  there  was  a  plea  of  the 
Statute  of  Limitations.  The  plaintiff  proved  a  verbal  pro- 
mise to  pay,  made  by  the  defendant  in  February  1828. 
The  action  was  commenced  in  January  1829,  and  was  tried 
in  the  spring  of  that  year;  and  the  question  wsjb,  whetlier 
the  verbal  promise,  in  February  1828,  was  sufficient  to  take 
the  case  out  of  the  statute,  Lord  Tenterden's  Act  (9  Geo.  4, 
c.  14)  having  received  the  royal  assent  on  the  9th  of  May, 
1828.  By  the  first  section  of  that  statute  it  was  enacted, 
that,  in  actions  of  debt  or  upon  the  case  grounded  on  any 
simple  contract,  no  promise  by  words  only  should  be  suffi- 
cient to  take  any  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  Statute 
of  Limitations,  unless  the  same  should  be  contained  in  some 
writing  to  be  signed  by  the  party.  The  10th  section  en- 
acted that  the  act  should  commence  and  take  effect  on  the 
1st  of  January,  1829.  At  the  trial,  before  Best^  C.  J.,  the 
plidntiff  was  nonsuited,  on  the  ground,  that  the  verbal  pro- 
mise, made  in  February  1828,  was  of  no  avail,  for  tliat 
Lord  Tenterden's  Act  applied  to  past,  as  well  as  future, 
transactions ;  and  this  ruling  of  the  Chief  Justice  was  after- 
wards supported  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas.  On  re- 
ferring to  the  judgment  of  the  three  learned  judges  by 

(a)  G  Bing.  258. 
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whom  that  caae  was  decided,  it  would  seem  that  it  was  1848. 
founded  mainly  on  the  10th  section,  which  enacted  that  the 
act  should  commence  and  take  effect  from  the  Ist  of  Janu- 
aiy,  1829 ;  and  from  this  thej  inferred  that,  when  that 
day  airived,  the  act  was  in  full  operation  as  to  all  contracts, 
past  as  well  as  future.  Parties,  they  observed,  in  possession 
of  pared  promiaes,  had  seven  months  and  upwards,  namely, 
fiom  May  1828,  to  January  1829,  during  which  to  bring 
thdr  actions ;  and  the  inference  they  seem  to  draw  was,  that 
there  would,  therefore,  be  no  injustice  in  giving  to  the 
statute,  at  the  end  of  that  time,  a  full  operation,  retro- 
spective as  well  as  prospective ;  and  this,  they  considered, 
made  die  case  of  OUmore  v.  ShtUer,  to  which  I  shall  pre- 
sently refer,  inapplicable  as  an  authority,  inasmuch  as  in 
that  case  there  was  no  clause  similar  to  the  10th  section  in 
Lord  Tenterden's  Act.  Now,  if  the  meaning  of  this  10th 
seetbn  be,  as  the  judges  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas, 
in  the  earlier  part  of  their  judgment,  would  seem  to  have 
supposed,  namely,  that  it  was  meant  to  exclude  from  the 
operation  of  the  statute  all  actions  brought  before  the  1st 
of  January,  1829,  then  the  statute  would  work  no  real  in- 
justice to  any  one ; — a  salutary  change  was  to  be  made  in 
die  law,  and  reasonable  time,  or  what  was  supposed  a  rea- 
sonable time,  was  given  to  all  parties  affected  by  the  change 
to  protect  themselves  from  any  ill  consequence  in  respect 
of  vested  rights.  But  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  in  sup- 
port of  their  judgment,  refer  to  two  Nisi  Prius  cases,  one 
before  Mr.  Baron  HuUoch^  and  the  other  before  Lord  7Vn- 
terden,  in  which  those  learned  judges  held  the  statute  to 
apply  to  the  case  of  actions  brought  before  the  1st  of 
January,  1829,  but  in  which  the  trials  did  not  occur  till 
after  that  date,  on  the  ground,  apparently,  that  the  judge 
at  Nisi  Prius  was  to  treat  the  statute  as  being  in  force  at 
the  time  of  the  trial,  and  as  conclusively  binding  him  with 
respect  to  what  evidence  he  was  to  receive.  If  this  narrow 
coDstruction  is  to  be  put  on  the  statute,  it  is  obvious  that 

d2 
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ifW8.  ^  the  10th  section  must,  in  many  cases,  be  a  mere  illusory 
protection,  and  would  very  oflen  afford  no  protection  at  all. 
It  might,  perhaps,  fairly  be  assumed  that  every  creditor 
could  commence  his  action  before  the  1st  of  January,  1829 ; 
it  would  be  contrary  to  truth  to  assume  it  as  certain,  or,  in 
many  cases,  even  as  probable,  that  he  could,  before  that 
day,  bring  his  cause  to  trial.  Lapse  of  years  has  made  it 
impossible  that  this  question  should  ever  again  arise  on 
Lord  Tenterden's  Act;  and  it  may,  perhaps,  therefore 
seem  to  be  an  idle  thing  to  discuss  the  doctrine  involved  in 
the  cases  to  which  we  have  referred.  But  the  principle  is 
one  of  general  application,  and  may  apply  to  future  statutes, 
•as  indeed  it  does  to  that  now  before  us;  and  I  therefore 
feel  bound  to  say  that  I  cannot  think  those  Nisi  Prius  cases 
rightly  decided.  Whether  the  decision  in  Tawkr  v.  Chat^ 
terton  was  correct,  would  depend  on  whether  the  true 
meaning  of  the  10th  section  was  to  fix  a  date  before  which 
all  actions  must  be  brought^  or  a  date  beyond  which  no 
parol  promise  should  be  sufiicient  to  take  a  case  out  of  the 
operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  The  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  adopted  the  former  construction.  Neither  con- 
struction would  do  injustice  by  infringing  the  rule  which  in 
general  makes  all  statutes  prospective  in  their  operation, 
and  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  may  have  been  right  in 
their  view  of  the  statute ;  at  all  events,  it  is  immaterial,  in 
the  present  case,  to  discuss  that  point.  It  is,  however, 
worthy  of  remark,  that  Lord  Tenterden's  Act  points  to  a 
writing  to  he  signed  by  the  parties — ^that  is,  to  future  acts 
only ;  and  consequently,  the  decision,  giving  to  that  section 
a  retrospective  operation,  was  not  a  just  one,  even  in  con- 
formity with  the  most  narrow  construction  of  its  language. 
The  only  other  authority  referred  to  by  the  defendant, 
besides  that  of  Towler  v.  Ckatterton  and  the  Nisi  Prius 
decisions  there  cited,  was  a  case  of  Edmonds  v.  Lawleyy  in 
this  court,  reported  in  6  M.  &  W.  285.  The  case  there 
turned  on  the  construction  to  be  put  on  the  2  &  3  YicL 
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c.  29,  which  enacts,  among  other  things,  that  all  executions  ^®'*®^ 
executed  before  the  issuing  of  a  fiat  should  be  valid,  not- 
withstanding any  prior  act  of  bankruptcy,  provided  the 
execution  creditor  had  no  notice  of  any  such  prior  act  of 
bankruptcy.  The  defendant,  who  was  sheriff  of  Warwick- 
shire, had  seized  the  goods  of  a  debtor  under  a  fi.  fa.,  and  a 
fiat  afterwards  issued  ag^ust  the  debtor,  on  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy committed  before  the  seizure,  but  of  which  the  cre- 
ditor had  no  notice ;  the  seizure  there  took  place  before, 
but  the  fiat  did  not  issue  till  after,  the  passing  of  the  statute 
2  &  3  Vict  c  29.  This  Court  held  that  the  statute  pro- 
tected tlie  execution  against  the  subsequent  fiat.  But 
there  it  will  be  observed  that  no  vested  right  was  defeated 
—the  right  of  the  execution  creditor  was  complete,  unless 
8  fiat  should  afterwards  issue :  the  object  of  the  statute  was 
to  prevent  the  retrospective  operation  of  a  fiat  in  all  cases 
where  the  creditor  had  had  no  notice ;  and  we  considered 
the  prohibition  to  apply  to  every  fiat  to  be  issued  after  the 
passing  of  the  act.  This  we  considered  as  an  operation 
merely  prospective,  interfering  with  no  vested  rights.  The 
statute  merely  provided  that  future  fiats  should  not,  by 
means  of  the  doctrine  of  relation,  have  the  effect  of  dis- 
turbing prior  vested  rights.  And,  in  a  subsequent  case  of 
Moore  T.JPhilUps  (a),  we  held  that  the  statute  did  not  apply 
to  a  case  where  the  fiat  had  issued  and  assignees  had  been 
appointed  before  the  passing  of  the  act ;  for  this,  though  the 
language  of  the  statute  might  have  warranted  such  a  con- 
etniction,  would  have  been  an  interference  with  the  vested 
rights  of  the  assignees,  and  could  not,  therefore,  be  assumed 
to  have  been  intended  by  the  legislature. 

It  remains  only  to  show  that  the  doctrine  propounded  by 
ix)rd  Coke  does  not  rest  merely  on  his  authority,  or  on  its 
obvious  consonance  with  natural  justice,  but  has  been  recog- 
nised and  acted  on  in  some  important  and  well-considered 

(a)  7  M.  &  W.  530. 
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1848.^      cases,  very  analogous  to  that  now  before  us.     In  GUniore  v. 
Shuter,  to  which  I  have  already  alluded,  reported  in  several 
books,  amongst  others  in  T.  Jones,  108,  2  Mod.  310,  and 
2  Show.  16,  the  action  was  brought  on  a  marriage  oon«- 
tract,  made  hj  parol,  without  writing,  before  the  24th  of 
June,  1677 ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  it  oould  be  en- 
forced after  the  passing  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.     The 
language  of  that  statute  is  very  strong.     The  object  of  the 
statute,  which  became  law  in  April,  1677,  is  declared,  in 
the  preamble,  to  be  '^  for  the  prevention  of  many  fraudulent 
practices  which  are  commonly  endeavoured  to  be  upheld  by 
peijury  and  subornation  of  perjury ;''  and  it  enacts,  among 
other  things,  that,  after  the  24th  of  June,  1677,  *'  no  action 
shall  be  brought  on  any  agreement,  made  in  consideration 
of  marriage,  unless  the  agreement  on  which  such  action 
shall  be  brought,  or  some  memorandum  or  note  thereof 
shall  be  in  writing,  and  signed  by  the  party  to  be  chained 
therewith,  or  some  other  person  thereunto  by  him  lawfully 
authorised."     The  Court  held  that,  however  general  the 
language  of  the  statute,  it  could  not  have  been  intended  to 
affect  past  promises,  valid  when  the  act  came  into  opera- 
tion ;  and  that  it  must,  therefore,  be  construed  as  referring 
to  future  contracts  only ;  and,  according  to  all  the  reports 
of  the  case,  the  Court  seems  to  have  decided  solely  on  the 
ground  that  it  would  be  a  flagrant  violation  of  natural  jus- 
tice to  make  the  enactment  applicable  to  existing  contracts 
•—even  in  the  case  of  a  statute  declared  to  be  necessary  for 
the  prevention  of  fraudulent  practices  commonly  endea- 
voured to  be  upheld  by  perjury.    In  conformity  with  this 
decision,  it  is  stated,  in  some  of  the  reports  of  the  case,  that 
the  judges  had  said  that  an  unattested  will,  made  before  the 
passing  of  the  act,  would  be  good,  even  though  the  testator 
should  not  die  till  after  it  had  come  into  operation.     This 
case  seems  to  me  to  go  much  further  than  that  now  under 
consideration. 

On  the  same  principle  the  Courts  acted  in  cases  under 
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the  Mortmain  Act,  9  G-eo.  2,  c.  36.  That  statute  enacted  1848. 
that,  after  the  24th  of  June,  1736,  no  lands  should  be  given 
(xt  settled  to  charitable  uses,  except  by  deed  indented  and 
uvolled  in  manner  therein  mentioned.  Soon  after  the 
piflnng  of  the  act,  a  question  arose  whether  it  affected  wills 
made  before  the  act,  where  the  testator  died  after  it  had 
oone  into  operation ;  and,  on  a  reference  to  the  judges,  they 
iD  hdd  that  it  did  not,  and  Lord  Hardwicke  acted  on  their 
certificate :  Ashburvham  v.  Bradskaw  (a). 

These  cases  seem  to  me  abundantly  to  confirm  the  accuracy 
of  the  doctrine  as  laid  down  by  Lord  Coke*  I  do  not  mean, 
of  course,  to  say  that  an  enactment  may  not  be  so  made  as  to 
hare  a  retrospective  operation.  In  some  cases  the  le^sla- 
tore  has  thought  it  just  to  make  enactments  retrospective, 
even  at  some  sacrifice  of  general  prindple.  But  then  it  does  so 
m  express  terms ;  and  generally,  I  believe  invariably,  couples 
the  retrospective  enactment  with  the  best  indemnity  in 
iaYOur  of  vested  rights  which  the  nature  of  the  case  admits. 
This  very  statute  (sect  16)  illustrates  what  I  mean.  By 
prerious  statutes,  persons  guilty  of  certain  offences  con- 
nected with  wagering  had  been  subjected  to  pecimiary 
penalties,  to  be  recovered  by  conmion  informers.  The 
statutes  imposing  those  penalties  are  repealed  by  the  statute 
now  under  consideration ;  and  the  legislature,  deeming  it 
improper  that  any  future  penalties  should  be  recovered  im- 
der  the  repealed  laws,  enables  any  party  sued  for  penalties 
to  obtain  an  order  of  the  Court  or  a  judge  for  discontinuing 
the  action;  but  this  is  to  be  done  only  on  payment  of  the 
costs  incurred  prior  to  tiie  5th  of  March,  1844.  Why  that 
day  was  fixed  on,  does  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  statute; 
but  it  probably  was  the  day  when  the  subject  was  first  in- 
troduced into  Parliament,  and  when,  therefore,  notice  may 
be  considered  as  having  been  ^ven  to  every  one  that  he 
would  institute  any  action  at  his  periL    The  same  course 

(a)  2  Atk.  36. 
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1848^  was  adopted  by  the  54  Geo.  3,  c  54,  ss.  6,  7,  in  respect  to 
actions  for  penalties  under  the  Clergy  Residence  Act,  and 
by  the  2  Vict.  c.  12,  s.  5,  in  actions  undpr  the  Printers'  Act; 
and  no  doubt  there  are  other  similar  cases.  The  absence 
of  any  such  provision  in  thb  act,  as  to  rights  existing  when 
the  act  became  law,  seems  to  me  strongly  confirmatory  of 
the  view  I  have  taken ;  and,  for  the  reasons  I  have  already 
stated,  I  think  that  the  statute  8  &  9  Vict  c.  109,  s.  18,  was 
not  meant  to  affect  rights  already  acquired  under  wagers 
made  before  the  passing  of  the  act ;  and  so  that  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  our  judgment. 

Alderson,  B.-— I  think  also  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  our  judgment  in  this  case.  In  construing  statutes,  the 
general  rule,  as  it  seems  to  me,  which  ought  to  guide  us  in 
their  construction,  is  that  which  has  been  stated.  They 
are  not  to  be  supposed  to  apply  to  a  past,  but  to  a  future, 
state  of  circumstances.  Various  instances  might  be  adduced 
to  shew  what  extensive  consequences  might  follow  if  we 
did  not  abide  by  these  general  principles.  For  instance, 
to  take  one  only: — The  3  &  4. Vict.  c.  113,  s.  42,  enacts, 
^^  That  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  spiritual  person  to  sell 
or  assign  any  patronage  or  presentation  belonging  to  him, 
by  virtue  of  any  dignity  or  spiritual  office  held  by  him ; 
and  that  every  such  sale  or  assignment  shall  be  null  and 
void  to  all  intents  and  purposes."  Now  the  words  ^'  every 
such  sale  or  assignment  shall  be  null  and  void  to  all  intents 
and  purposes,"  might  literally  apply  to  the  options  granted, 
before  the  act,  to  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  by  the  re- 
spective bishops,  on  their  consecration, — ^a  species  of  pro- 
perty which  hitherto  has  gone,  according  to  the  Arch- 
bishop's will,  to  his  executors  (a).  Could  it  be  supposed 
that  the  legislature  intended  this  without  express  words  ? 
Even  the  application  of  this  seotion  to  future  options,  which 

(a)  See  1  Buna's  Eccles.  Law,  239. 


BILARY   VACATION,    11  VICT.  41 

no  doubt  was  the  effect  of  the  clause,  wa8>  probably,  ^  1848. 
bejond  their  view.  But,  in  truth,  the  latter  words  of  the 
ckose  are  redundant  only,  not  retrospective.  Here,  no 
doabt>  the  legislature  were  desirous  of  putting  an  end  to 
gaming  and  wagers;  but,  unless  the  words  imperatively 
require  it,  we  ought  not  to  make  their  prohibition  retro<^ 
spective ;  for  it  is  contrary  to  the  first  principles  of  justice 
to  poniah  those  who  have  offended  against  no  law;  and 
surely  to  take  away  existing  rights  without  compensation^ 
id  in  the  nature  of  punishment.  The  words  of  the  statute 
do  not,  as  it  seems  to  me,  require  this  construction.  The 
first  clause  of  the  section  is  probably  prospective.  All 
contracts,  by  way  of  gaming  or  wagering,  are  made  void. 
It  seems  to  me,  at  present,  that  this  applies  to  the  future ; 
and  indeed  it  was,  as  I  understood,  so  admitted  by  Mr.  Ltuh 
m  his  argument.  But  it  was  said  that  the  next  clause 
was  not  so;  for  that  it  not  merely  prohibited  the  future 
bringing  of  suits  to  enforce  wagers,  but  also  the  future 
maintenance  of  such  suits  when  previously  brought  But 
I  cannot  ^ve  such  a  construction  to  what  appear  to  me 
only  redundant  words  in  this  section.  If  it  had  been  stated 
''that  no  action  shall  be  brought,"  or  only  *' that  no  action 
ehaU  be  maintained,"  It  seems  to  me  clear  that  we  should 
have  considered  the  words  "brought"  and  ''maintained"  as 
synonymous,  and  as  prohibiting  the  success  of  future  suits 
alone.  And  although  the  use  of  both  in  one  sentence 
makes  this  less  obvious,  yet*  when  we  consider  that  to  give 
the  more  strict  Interpretation  to  the  word  "maintained" 
will  compel  us  to  suppose,  without  further  evidence,  that 
the  legislature  contemplated  so  gross  an  act  of  injustice  as, 
without  compensation,  to  take  away  an  existing  right  of 
action  already  pending,  and  that,  to6,  with  no  provision 
even  for  the  costs  incurred  In  the  enforcing  of  what  was, 
before  the  act,  a  legal  right,  I  am  not  disposed  to  put 
8uch  a  construction  on  the  word,  but  to  treat  it,  as  I  think 
the  legislature  intended  it,  as  a  redundant  expression  only. 
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In  the  16th  section,  where  they  do  speak  of  existing  actions 
of  another  sort,  they  do  provide  for  the  staying  them,  by 
application  to  the  Court  and  on  payment  of  costs ;  and  I 
think,  if  they  had  intended  to  put  an  end  to  pending  actions 
of  this  description,  they  would  have  shewn  it  by  introducang 
a  similar  provimon  in  the  18th  section. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  determine  whether,  by  the  first  part 
of  the  18th  section,  the  legislature  may  not  have  intended 
to  put  at  once  an  end  to  the  legal  obligation  both  of  exist- 
ing and  future  contracts,  leaving  the  parties  to  all  such 
wagers  to  act  thereafter  on  them  as  honourable  engage* 
ments  alone.  If  any  suit  shall  be  hereafter  instituted  upon 
any  such  previous  contract,  that  question  may,  perhaps,  be 
open  to  further  argument  But  in  this  case,  where  the 
contract  existed  and  the  suit  was  instituted  before  the  act, 
it  seems  to  me  that  the  act  does  not  affect  it.  I  think, 
therefore,  that  the  pliuntiff  is  entitied  to  judgment. 


Parke,  B. — The  only  question  in  tiiis  case  is^  whetiier 
the  act  (8  &  9  Vict  c  109,  s.  18)  affects  existing  suits  for 
the  recovery  of  wagers  or  not.  The  clause  in  question 
having  been  read,  it  is  unnecessary  for  me  to  repeat  it. 

I  have  felt  a  good  deal  of  diffictdty  in  deciding  upon  the 
true  construction  of  this  clause ;  but,  after  much  considera- 
tion, I  agree  in  opinion  with  my  Brothers  Alderson  and 
Rolfe^  that  it  applies  to  future  actions  only. 

The  language  of  the  clause,  if  taken  in  its  ordinary  sense, 
as  in  the  first  instance  we  ought  to  do,  applies  to  all  con- 
tracts, botii  past  and  future,  and  to  all  actions,  both  present 
and  future,  on  any  wager,  whether  past  or  future.  But  it 
is,  as  Lord  Cohe  says,  '^  a  rule  and  law  of  Parliament  that 
regularly,  nova  constitutio  futuris  formam  imponere  debet, 
non  pr8Bteriti8(a)."  This  rule,  which  is  in  effect,  that  enact- 
ments in  a  statute  are  generally  to  be  construed  to  be  pro- 


(a)  2  Inst.  292. 
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specdvey  and  intended  to  regulate  the  future  conduct  of  per-  1 848. 
soDfiy  is  deeply  founded  in  good  sense  and  strict  justice,  and 
has  been  acted  upon  in  many  cases.  For  instance,  in  the 
construction  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  which  was  held  not 
to  iq)ply  to  promises  made  before  the  24th  of  June,  1677 ; 
Gilmare  v.  Shuter{a);  and  also  of  the  stat.  2  &  3  Vict  c.  29, 
which,  it  has  been  dedded,  is  not  to  be  construed  to  defeat 
a  right  by  relation  already  vested  in  an  assignee  of  a  bank* 
mpt :  Edmonds  v.  Lawley  (b) ;  Moore  v.  Phillips  (c). 

But  this  rule,  which  is  one  of  construction  only,  wiU  cer^ 
tainly  yield  to  the  intention  of  the  legislature ;  and  the  ques- 
tion in  this  and  in  every  other  similar  case  is,  whether  that 
intention  has  been  suffidently  expressed.  Upon  that  ques- 
tion it  is  that  I  have  felt  considerable  doubt 

It  seems  a  strong  thing  to  hold,  that  the  legislature  could 
have  meant  that  a  party,  who,  under  a  contract  made  prior 
to  the  act,  had  as  perfect  a  title  to  recover  a  sum  of  money, 
as  he  had  to  any  of  his  personal  property,  should  be  totally 
deprived  of  it  without  compensation.  It  is  a  stiU  stronger 
thing  to  hold,  that,  if  he  has  already  commenced  an  action 
with  an  undoubted  right  to  recover  his  debt  and  costs,  he 
should  not  only  forfeit  both,  but  also  be  liable,  as  he  would 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  a  suit,  to  pay  the  costs  of  his  ad* 
veisary,  by  bemg  obHged  to  discontinue,  or  be  nonprossed, 
or  have  his  judgment  arrested  These  considerations  afford 
a  strong  reason  for  limiting  the  operation  of  the  words  of 
this  section,  and  holding  that  they  apply  to  future  contractcf, 
and  actions  on  such  future  contracts  only — at  all  events,  to 
future  actions  only,  if  any  distinction  can  be  made  in  the 
degrees  of  apparent  injustice.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is 
to  be  recollected  that  the  toleration  of  actions  for  wagers,  on 
subjects  in  which  the  parties  have  no  real  interest,  has  oflen 
been  made  a  subject  of  reproach  to  the  law  of  England ;  and 


(a)  T.  Jones,  108;  2  Show.  16.  (6)  6  M.  &  W.  285. 

(c)  7  M.  &  W.  636. 
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1848.  it  is  not  a  matter  of  surprise,  that  the  legislature  took  an 
early  opportunity  of  putting  a  stop  to  them ;  and  also  it 
is  to  be  borne  in  mind>  that  the  parties  who  would  suffer 
by  a  strict  construction  of  the  clause,  are  often  successful 
gamesters  or  speculators,  not  much  the  objects  of  favour 
with  the  legislature ;  and  one  considers  the  clause,  there- 
fore, not  quite  in  the  same  spirit,  as  if  the  enactment  related 
to  ordinary  contracts. 

The  enactment,  '^that  all  contracts  or  agreements,  by  way 
of  gaming  or  wagering,  shall  be  null  and  void,"  if  it  stood 
by  itself,  ought  most  clearly  to  be  construed  as  applicable  to 
future  contracts  and  agreements  only,  by  virtue  of  the  rule 
of  construction  to  which  I  have  adverted,  and  the  apparent 
injustice  of  putting  an  end  to  a  vested  right.    So,  if  the  next 
part  stood  alone,  it  would,  I  think,  though  not  so  clearly, 
be  construed,  for  the  same  reason,  to  apply  to  future  actions 
only ;  and  the  clause,  to  avoid  tlie  injustice  which  would 
otherwise  be  inflicted  on  a  plaintiff,  should  be  construed  to 
mean,  not  that  an  action  already  brought  should  not  be 
maintained,  but  that  no  action  should  afterwards  be  brought, 
or,  if  brought,  maintained ;  and  the  absence  of  any  provision 
that  the  costs  of  an  existing  action  should  be  paid  by  a  de- 
fendant, in  my  mind,  strongly  favours  that  construction.  The 
union  of  the  two  clauses  together  does  not  appear  to  me  to 
make  any  difference.     The  latter  clause  is  surplusage,  so 
far  as  it  relates  to  bringing  actions,  whether  we  construe 
the  former  to  apply  to  future  or  existing  contracts;  and  the 
only  observation  that  can  be  made  is,  that  in  one  mode  of 
construing  the  enactment  the  word  '^maintained"  is  inopera- 
tive, in  the  other  it  is  not.     It  is  redundant,  unless  it  applies 
to  the  maintenance  of  an  existing  action ;  but  this  circum- 
stance of  mere  redundancy  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  suf- 
ficient to  shew,  that  the  legislature  meant  to  do  so  unjust 
a  thing  as  to  prevent  the  maintenance  of  an  existing  well- 
founded  action.    I  think  it  best  to  abide  by  the  sound  rule 
of  construction  above  referred  to,  notwithbtandiug  the  con- 
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jectures  as  to  the  real  intention  of  the  legislature,  which  the      ^18^- 
nature  of  the  enhject  occasions.    I  therefore  hold  that,  at  all 
events,  this  action  is  maintainable,  and  am  disposed  to  say 
that  the  clause  affects  none  but  future  wagers ;  and,  conse- 
quently, that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  our  judgment. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Manning  v.  Bailey.  Feb.  7. 

Assumpsit. — The  declaration  stated,  that  the  defend-  A  declaration, 
ant,  at  the  lime  of  the  making  of  the  agreement  thereinafter  that^ddfeDdnit 
next  mentioned,  was  lawfully  possessed,  for  the  then  residue  7"jP°'**^' 
of  a  certun  term  of  years,  to  wit,  a  term  of  fourteen  years  of  a  tenn  of 
computed  from  the  12th  day  of  May,  1846,  of  a  certain  tain  messuage' 
messuage  and  premises,  called  &c,  with  the  appurtenances;  ^^  IS^oUer^ 
Uiat  the  defendant  was   so  then  possessed  as  aforesaid,  tain  fixtures  an- 

,  nexed  to  the 

under  and  by  virtue  of  a  certain  indenture  of  lease,  bear-  premises,  aver- 
ing  date  the  12th  day  of  May,  1846,  made  between  J.  P.  of  agreed  witb^l^. 
the  one  part,  and  the  defendant  of  the  other  part ;  by  which  g'^^f  ^^JJ; 
indenture  the  said  me8suac!:e  and  premises,  with  the  ap-  residue  of  the 

'^  .  .       ^     termofthesaid 

purtenances,  were,  for  the  consideration  therein  mentioned,  messuage  and 
leased,  &c,  unto  the  defendant,  for  the  said  term  of  four-  The'api^e^*^ 
teen  years,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  £37,  payable  quarterly :  ^**^f^ 
that  in  the  sidd  lease  there  were  and  are  contained  cove-  turn,  and 
aants,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  for  himself,  his  execu-  amongst  other 
tors,  &c.,  to  pay  the  rent  &c. :  that  the  defendant,  at  the  ^  p?^^  *^^^^ 
time  of  the  making  of  the  said  agreement,  represented  to  "wion  of  the 

.      niessuage,  with 

the  plaintiff  that  he  the  defendant  was,  and  the  plaintiff  the  appurte- 

nances  and  the 
said  fixtures,  on  a  certain  day.  The  declaration  then  averred  that  plaintiff  tendered  to  defend- 
ant,  for  execution,  an  instrument  which,  amongst  other  things,  contained  a  recital  that  plaintiff 
had  lately  contracted  with  defendant  for  the  sale  to  him  of  the  residue  of  the  term  granted  to 
him  hy  one  J.  P.,  in  the  messuage  or  tenements  and  hereditaments,  &o.,  with  their  appurte- 
DSDoes,  and  ahio  all  and  aingtUar  the  fixtures  belonging  to  the  said  messuage  or  tenements  and 
hereditaments,  for  a  certain  sum,  the  receipt  of  which  was  thereby  acknowledged  :— lfe/<f,  on 
motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that,  as  the  agreement  between  the  parties  was  for  the  assignment 
of  the  fixtures  only,  which  belonged  to  defendant,  the  recital  in  the  instrument  tendered  was 
U>o  Urge,  and  therefore  that  it  was  not  such  a  one  as  defendant  was  bound  to  execute ;  and 
the  judgment  was  arrested. 
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avers  Ui&t  he  (he  defendant  in  fact  then  was,  lawfully 
poaseaaed  of  certain  fixtures  then  annexed  to  the  siud  mes- 
Buage  and  premiaes,  and  then  also  was  lawfully  eudtled  to 
diaanoex  and  remove  the  same  fixtures  &om  the  said  mea- 
Buage  and  premises,  and  convert  and  dispose  thereof  to  his, 
the  defendant's,  own  use,  but  did  not  represent  to  the  phun- 
tiff  what  the  said  fixtures  were,  nor  did,  nor  does  the  plain- 
tiff know  what  they  were:  that  thereupon  theretofore, 
to  witt  on  the  16th  February,  1847,  by  a  certain  agreement 
then  made  by  and  between  the  pltuntiff  and  defendant,  of 
and  concerning  the  said  messuage  and  premises,  with  the 
appurtenances,  and  of  and  concerning  the  said  residue  of  the 
said  term,  and  of  and  concerning  the  sud  fixtures,  and  of  and 
concerning  the  plaintiff,  and  of  and  concerning  the  defend- 
ant, it  was  agreed  by  and  between  the  pluntiff  and  defendant 
aa  follows,  that  is  to  say:  —  " Memonuidum:  Mr.  Bailey, 
(meaning  the  defendant),  of  23,  Eastr-place,  &c.,  (meaning 
the  s^d  messuage  and  premises),  has  this  day  agreed  to  sell, 
and  J.  Manning  (meuiing  the  plaintifi)  has  agreed  to  puiv 
chase,  the  unexpired  term  or  lease  (meaning  the  said  re- 
sidue of  the  scud  term)  of  the  house  No.  23,  (meaning  the 
said  messuage  and  premises),  with  the  appurtenances,  as 
above,  and  also  the  fixtures,  &0.  (meaning  the  a^  fixtures) 
belonging  to  the  said  C.  Btuley,  (meaning  the  defendant), 
to  pay  the  rent,  and  all  rates  and  taxes,  due  to  the  2dth  of 
March  next ;  and  do  also  ^;ree  (meaning  the  defendant 
agreed)  to  give  up  possession  of  the  sud  house  and  pre- 
mises, (meaning  the  said  messuage  and  premises),  with  the 
appurtenances  and  fixtures,  (meaning  the  siud  fixtures),  on 
or  before  the  12th  of  March  next  The  said  J.  Manning 
(meaning  the  plaintiff)  has  this  day  paid  the  aum  of  £10 
as  a  deposit,  and  threes  to  pay  the  remainder  on  taking  pos- 
sesion of  the  said  premises  (meaning  &c.)  and  the  said 
fixtures  (meaning  &c.)  Witness  our  hands"  && — The  de- 
claration then  cont^ned  an  averment,  that  the  plaintiff  paid 
the  £10  to  the  defendant,  &c. ;  it  also  contiuned  an  aver^ 


r. 
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ment  of  mutual  promises ;  and  then  proceeded  to  state,  that  l^^B. 
although  the  said  12th  day  of  March,  1847,  had  expired  be-  Manmno 
fore  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  although  the  phun- 
tiff,  on  that  day,  was  ready  and  willing  and  offered  to  the 
defendant  to  purchase  the  said  residue  of  the  said  term  and 
the  saud  fixtures  of  and  from  the  defendant,  at  the  price  of 
£40,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  said  agreement,  and  to 
accept  possession  of  the  said  messuage  and  premises,  with 
the  i^purtenances  and  fixtures,  and  to  pay  the  defendant 
the  sum  of  £30,  being  the  difference  between  the  said  sum 
of  £10,  so  paid  as  aforesaid,  and  the  said  sum  of  £40,  and 
then  tendered  to  him,  the  defendant,  to  execute  a  certain 
parchment  writing  sufficient,  when  signed  and  sealed  by  the 
defendant,  and  delivered  by  the  defendant  as  his  act  and 
deed,  to  assign  to  the  plaintiff  the  residue  of  the  said  term, 
which  said  writing  then  was  in  the  words,  letters,  and 
figures  following,  that  is  to  say,  "  This  indenture,  made  the 
}2thda7  of  March,  1847,  between  Charles  Bailey,  of  &c.,  of 
the  one  part,  and  Joseph  Manning,  of  &c.,  of  the  other  part, 
which,  after  reciting  that  by  a  certain  indenture  made 
by  and  between  Charles  Bailey  and  one  J.  P.,  all  that 
the  messuage  or  tenements  and  hereditaments  therein 
and  hereinafter  particularly  described,  with  the  appur- 
tenances, were,  for  the  considerations  therein  mentioned^ 
demised,  leased,  set,  and  to  farm  let  unto  the  said  Charles 
Bailey,  for  the  term  of  fourteen  years  thence  next  ensuing, 
and  fully  to  be  complete  and  ended,  on  payment  yearly 
and  every  year,  during  the  said  term  thereby  demised, 
unto  the  said  J.  P.,  his  executors,  administrators,  or 
assigns,  of  the  rent  or  sum  of  £37  of  lawful  money,  free 
and  clear  of  and  from  the  land-tax,  and  all  other  taxes, 
rates,  charges,  assessments,  and  deductions  whatsoever,  the 
said  rent  to  be  payable  quarterly,  namely,  on  &c ;  and  in 
the  said  lease  are  contained  covenants,  on  the  part  of  the 
said  Charles  Bailey,  for  himself,  &c.,  for  the  payment  of 
the  rent,  land-tax,  &c.  And  also  that  the  said  Joseph 
Mftnnwg  has  lately  contracted  with  the  said  Charles  Bailey 


V, 
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IS^IS.        for  the  sale  to  him  of  the  residue  of  the  sfud  term  of  four^ 
Manning     teen  years,  so  granted  to  the  said  Charles  Bailey  by  the 
said  J.  P.,  in  the  said  messuage  or  tenements  and  heredita- 
ments therein  and  hereinafter  described  and  assigned,  or 
intended  so  to  be,  with  their  appurtenances,  and  also  all 
and  singular  the  fixtures  belonging  to  the  said  messuage  or 
tenement  and  hereditaments,  at  or  for  the  price  or  sum  of 
£40:   Now  this  indenture  witnesseth,  that,  in  pursuance 
of  the  said  agreement,  and  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of 
£40,  of  lawful  British  money,  to  him  the  said  Charles 
Bailey  in  hand  well  and  truly  pidd  by  the  s^d  Joseph 
Manning,  at  or  immediately  before  the  sealing  and  deliyer- 
ing  of  these  presents,  the  receipt  whereof,  and  that  the 
same  is  in  full  for  the  purchase  of  the  residue  now  to 
come  and  unexpired  of  the  said  term  of  fourteen  years  in 
the  said  messuage  or  tenements  and  hereditaments  herein* 
after  described,  and  hereby  assigned,  or  intended  so  to  be, 
he  the  said  Charles  Bailey  doth  hereby  confess  and  ac- 
knowledge, and  of  and  from  the  same  and  every  part  thereof 
doth  fully  and  absolutely  acquit,  release,  and  discharge  the 
said  Joseph  Manning,  his  executors,  &c.,    he,   the  said 
Charles  Bailey,  hath  assigned,  transferred,  and  set  over, 
and  by  these  presents  doth  assign,  transfer,  and  set  over, 
unto  the  said  Joseph  Manning,  his  executors,  &c.,  all  that 
messuage  or  tenement,  being,  &c,  and  their  appurtenances; 
and  also  all  and  singular  the  fixtures  belonging  to  the  said 
messuage  or  tenement,  &c.,  and  hereditaments  hereinbefore 
described  and  intended  to  be  hereby  assigned,  and  also  the 
hereinbefore  recited  indenture  of  lease  of  the  12th  day  of 
May,  1846:   To  have  and  to  hold  the  said  messuage  or 
tenement,  and  all  and  singular  the  said  premises  hereby  as- 
signed or  intended  so  to  be,  with  their  appurtenances,  unto 
the  said  Joseph  Manning,  his  executors,  &c.,  for  and  during 
all  the  residue  and  remainder  now  to  come  and  unexpired 
of  and  in  the  term  of  fourteen  years,  so  granted  by  the  siud 
hereinbefore  recited  indenture  of  lease  of  the  12th  of  May, 
1846,"  &c.     (The  instrument  contained  several  covenants 
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which  are  not  material  to  the  present  question).    The  de-      ^  1848. 

ckmtion  then  stated,  that  the  plaintiff  did  then  request  the 

defendant  to  aocept  the  said  sum  of  £30  so  tendered,  and 

to  execute  the  last-mentioned  writings  to  wit,  by  signing 

the  same,  and  sealing  the  same,  and  delivering  die  same  as 

his,  the  defendant's*  act  and  deed,  and  to  give  up  possession 

to  the  plaintiff  of  the  said  messuage  and  premises,  with  the 

appurtenanoes  and  fixtures,  yet  the  defendant  disregarded 

his  said  promise,  and  did  not  nor  would,  on  or  before  the 

Slid  12th  day  of  March,  or  at  any  other  time,  give  the 

plaintiff  possession  of  the  said  messuage  and  "premises,  and 

fixtores,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  or  sell  or  assign  to  the 

nid  plaintiff  the  said  residue  of  the  said  term,  &c.     To 

this  dedaration  the  defendant  pleaded  several  traverses, 

upon  each  of  which  issue  was  jmned. 

At  the  trial,  before  Parke,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sit- 
tings in  Tnmty  Tenn  last,  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict, 
with  £30  damages. 

MnUagu  Chambers,  in  the  same  term,  obtained  a  rule 
calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  judgment 
ihoold  not  be  arrested. 

Watson  now  shewed  cause. — The  objection  which  has 
been  raised  to  this  declaration  is,  that,  inasmuch  as  the  de- 
fendant agreed  to  sell  his  own  fixtures  only,  he  was  not 
bound  to  execute  the  instrument  tendered  to  him  for  execu- 
tion, as  it  would  have  passed  all  the  fixtures,  whether 
belonging  to  him  or  not.  The  defendant  was  called  upon 
to  assign  the  term  merely,  and  the  fixtures  for  the  term. 
This  habendum  would  pass  the  term  and  the  fixtures  be- 
koging  to  the  buildings.  All  that  the  plaintiff  required 
was  a  sufficient  assignment  of  the  term. — He  referred  to 
CdlUgraoe  v.  Dias  Santos  (a). 

Chambers,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  judgment  ought 

(a)  2  B.  &  C.  76. 

TOU  n.  £  EXCH. 
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1648.        to  be  arrested.    The  recital  is  incorrect.    It  distinctly 
Mannimo     states  an  agreement  to  assign  the  defendant's  term  in  the 
^'  premises,  and  also  a  sale  of  aU  the  fixtures,  not  only  the 

fixtures  to  which  the  defendant  was  entitled;  so  that  by 
this  deed,  if  it  had  been  executed,  not  only  landlords'  or 
tenants'  fixtures^  but  the  fixtures  belonging  to  a  previous 
tenant,  would  pass.  The  defendant  has  only  agreed  to 
transfer  his  own.  The  habendum  excludes  the  fixtures, 
and  only  goes  to  the  term. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought  to  be 
made  absolute.  In  the  case  of  VonhoUen  v.  Knowles  (a), 
where  there  was  an  agreement  that  the  plaintiff  should 
purchase  of  the  defendant  a  certain  house  and  shop-fixtures 
for  £150,  whereof  £125  was  to  be  pud  upon  taking  pos- 
session, and  the  remainder  by  bills  at  certain  dates,  and 
ihat  the  defendant  should  grant,  and  the  plaintiff  should 
take,  a  lease  of  the  messuage  for  twenty-one  years,  at  the 
rent  of  £60,  the  plaintiff  tendered  an  instrument  to  the 
defendant  for  his  execution,  which  stated  that,  as  well  in 
consideration  of  the  sum  of  £150  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to 
the  defendant,  as  also  of  the  yearly  rent,  covenants,  &&, 
tile  defendant  had  demised  and  leased  all  that  messuage, 
&c :  and  this  Court  held  that  it  was  not  such  an  instrument 
as  the  defendant  had  bound  himself  by  his  agreement  to 
execute.  My  Brother  Alderson  there  said,  ''Although  the 
objection  taken  by  the  defendant  is  one  that  deserves 
but  littie  fevour,  it  seems  to  me  that  it  must  necessarily 
prevail.  The  plaintiff  being  bound  to  tender  a  lease  in 
conformity  with  a  certain  agreement,  has  tendered  one, 
which  states  that  the  sum  of  £150,  which  by  the  agree- 
ment was  to  be  paid  for  fixtures,  was  to  be  paid  as  a  con- 
nderation  for  the  lease  itself.  Now,  supposing  this  recital 
not  to  operate  as  an  estoppel  upon  the  defendant,  in  case 

(a)  12  M.  &  W.  602. 
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an  action  was  brought  against  him  by  the  present  plaintiff,        1848. 
still  it  would  place  him  in  a  different  situation  from  that     manning 
in  which  he  now  stands,  as  it  would  afford  prim4  fade       „  ^' 

,1  Baiuit. 

evidence  agunst  him,  which  he  would  have  to  rebut  by 
means  of  witnesses,  or  by  the  production  of  the  agreement; 
the  lease  would  therefore  be  evidence  against  him,  although, 
peifai^  not  conclusive."  Now  here,  this  recital,  which 
states  that  the  defendant  had  lately  contracted  with  the 
plaintiff  for  the  sale  to  him  of  all  and  singular  the  fix- 
tojea  belonging  to  the  said  messuage  or  tenement  and  he- 
reditaments for  the  price  of  £40,  and  the  receipt  of  that 
sum,  is  not  correct.  If  the  defendant  had  executed  this 
instnunent,  it  would  have  been  strong  evidence  against 
him.  As  this  is  upon  the  record,  we  can  say  that  it  is 
not  such  an  instrument  as  the  defendant  was,  in  confonnity 
with  his  agreement,  bound  to  execute.  It  is  certainly  an 
unfortunate  recital;  but  if  the  defendant  had  executed  the 
lease,  he  would  have  placed  himself  in  a  worse  situation 
than  that  in  which  he  is  at  present. 

AuDXBSOH^  B.^  BoLFE,  B.,  and  Platt,  B.,  concurred. 

Bule  absolute. 
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1B48. 

/U,  ]i.  J0NB8  r.  Harbison. 

In  an  ictlaB  bf  A-SSUUPSIT  for  money  had  and  received,  for  money 

ndlmr  oom.  V^^t  ^"^  '^^  '^  acoount  Stated.     Plea,  non  assumpeit. 
EJS^'Sui        ■*■*  ^'^  *™^'  *«*<"«  ^*"'^'  J'  »'  **•«   "^^^  Denbigb- 

depo«tt,  {tli«  Bhire  Summer  Asaizes,  it  appeared  that  the  action  waa 

been  tbwidoo-  brought  to  recover  311  lOt.,  being  the  amount  of  deport 

that  the*i£!l^  P^*^  ^7  ^^  pliuntifi^  in  November,  1845,  on  fifteen  ehares 

{j^J^y^j  in  a  projected  railway  company,  caBed  "The  Wrexham, 

npon  the  temu  Naatwidu  and  Crewe  Junctioa  Railway  Company,"  of 

<a  the  fallowing       .  .  .       ,        ,   ~     ,  -,    ,  ... 

Utter  erf  allot.    whiCD  the  defendant  was  one  of  the  managing  directors. 

Sl^^tonu-       -'^^  scheme  waa  set  on  foot  in  the  autnmn  of  1845,  and 

MOK  the  ^t    prospectuses  were  issued,  which  announced  the  company  to 

Odr  inientioni  be  provinonally  rcf^istered,  and  that  the  ca^tal  waa  to  be 

^^1^°^  £450,000,   to  consist  of   22,500   shat«s  of   £20  each; 

S^dS^^    depomt,  2i  2*.  fid.  per  share.    On  the  6th  of  October, 

qoiste  for  ot>-    the  pltuutiff'  Bent  the  following  letter  of  application  for 

cemiypartia-     shares: — 
mentarjpowera 

P^;,^^  ^l      "  To  the  Provifflonal  Committee  of  the  Wi«xham,  Nant- 

the  atin  nil.  wich,  and  Crewe  Junction  Biulway. 

waT.oranr 

P«rtarit,<iiA 

^*^^^|**'  "  Grentlemen,— I  request  you  to  allot  me  100  shares,  of 

altetBtioii*  a*  £20  each,  in  the  above  undertaking ;  and  I  hereby  engage 

eipedioit,  and  to  accept  the  same  or  any  less  number  which  may  be 

■mcMutpaid  for  ^o^*^  ^  ™^  '^'^  ^  P^J  ^c  depoat  thereon,  and  to  exe- 

depMit*  in  dU-  c^iq  (he  parliamentary  contract  and  Bubscribers'  agreement 

dwseofanr  ,                 .      ,„ 

liiUlitiee  b-  when  required." 

ander  the  gene. 

nipoweniert-      Iq  answer  to  this  application,  the  plaintiff  recaved  the 
I  following  letter  of  aUotmeat,  dated  the  25th  of  October: — 


HI  compaof 'i  olEeei  for  ngnatnre, 
bindiuiTe:" — J^rU,  that/apon  tba  One  eonatraetion  of  thii  letter  of  allotaient, 
ad  a>tliarit7  to  la;  ont  the  depoaita  in  neh  neeeiiarj  expenaea  ai  itad  been  in- 
I  inlbD  pnaecntion  of  tha  BefaeiDe,aiid,alltfae  depoaiti  bariafbcm  10  oipcaded. 
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"  Wrezfaam,  Naatwioh,  and  Crewe  Junction  Bailway.  ^  ^^^i 

(Proyiflioniilly  roistered). 
'<  Capital  £450,000,  in  22,500  shares  of  £20  each. 
Deposit^  2L  2$.  M.  per  share. 
AUotment,  No.  64.  Deposit,  3U  lis.  ed. 

^  Sir, — I  am  directed  to  inibrm  you,  that  the  conunittee 
of  nianagement  have,  in  compliance  with  your  application, 
allotted  to  you  fifteen  shares  in  tins  company,  on  the  terms 
and  conditionB  annexed;  and  you  are  therefore  required  to 
pay  the  deposit  of  2L  2s.  6(L  per  share,  amounting  to 
3U  17«.  6d^  to  one  of  the  under-mentioned  bankers,  on  or 
before  the  1st  of  November  next.  In  default  of  such 
payment  being  duly  made,  this  allotment  will  be  then  can- 
oelled,  and  the  shares  appropriated  to  other  applicants. 

''lam,  &c» 

«  Secretary." 

(Here  followed  a  list  of  bankers.) 

''  On  payment  of  the  deposit  to  the  bankers,  this  letter 
will  be  exchanged  for  a  receipt.  Terms  and  conditions  on 
which  the  shares  in  the  company  are  allotted : — The  com- 
pany is  formed  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  a  railway 
from  Wrexham  to  Crewe,  (by  such  route,  and  with  such 
extensions,  as  the  directors  may  think  necessary  on  the  en- 
^eer's  report).  The  directors  assume  the  right  to  carry 
out  their  intentions  by  the  adoption  of  all  such  measures  *  as 
they  may  deem  requisite  for  obtaining  the  necessary  parlia- 
mentary powers  to  form  a  company,  for  the  construction 
of  the  entire  railway,  or  any  part  of  it,  with  such  branches, 
extensions,  or  alterations  as  they  may  find  expedient,  and 
to  apphf  the  amount  paid  for  depositi  in  ^charge  of  any 
UabSUieo  mevrred  by  them  under  the  general  powers  vested 
m  them  far  the  prosecution  (tf  the  undertaking.  Powers 
win  be  applied  for  to  allow  interest,  at  the  rate  of  £4  per 
cent  per  annum,  on  the  amount  of  calls  paid,  until  the  open- 
ing of  the  line.    A  subscribers'  agreement,  and  a  parlia- 
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1848.  mentary  conia^ct,  in  such  form  and  with  such  proTisionB  as 
JoNBs  the  committee  may  think  necessary,  will  be  prepared  and 
Ha&b'isok  ^®  **  ^®  company's  offices  for  signature,  from  &c.  to  &c., 
both  inclusive-  Arrangements  wiU  also  be  made  and  duly 
announced  for  the  execution  of  the  deeds  by  shareholders 
resident  in  or  near  the  provincial  towns  in  whidi  share- 
holders may  reside.  The  shares,  with  the  deposits  made 
thereon,  will  be  liable  to  forfeiture,  without  notice,  in  respect 
of  which  the  subscribers^  agreement  and  parliamentary  con* 
tract  are  not  signed  within  the  specified  time. 

**  By  order,  &c., 

**  Secretary." 

The  plaintiff  accordingly  paid  812.  17^.  6d.  on  the  1st  of 
November,  1845,  but  received  back  7s.  6dl,  as  it  was  con- 
sidered by  the  directors  that  more  than  2L  2s.  per  share 
could  not  be  legally  received.  On  the  8th  of  December, 
the  plaintiff  executed  the  subscribers'  agreement,  and  re- 
ceived three  scrip  certificates  for  his  shares,  whidi  were  in 
the  following  form : — 

"Wrexham,  Nantwich,  and  Crewe  Junction  Railway. 
Capital  £450,000,  in  22,500  shares  of  £20  each,  on 
which  a  deposit  of  2/.  2s.  per  share  has  been  paid. 

"  Scrip  certificate,  5  Shares. 

No.  —  to  —  inclusive. 

*'  The  holder  of  this  certificate,  having  signed  the  parlia- 
mentary contract  and  subscribers'  agreement,  and  having 
agreed  to  pay  all  future  calls,  is  the  proprietorof  5  sharesin 
the  capital,  for  the  time  being,  of  the  above  undertaking." 

This  was  signed  by  two  of  the  directors.  The  shares 
had  been  all  allotted,  but  depodts  had  been  paid  upon  be- 
tween 3000  and  4000  only,  although  the  time  for  payment 
had  been  extended.  The  scheme  had  been  abandoned.  The 
plaintiff's  deposit  had  been  expended  in  payments  for  sur- 
veys and  plans  to  be  deposited  with  the  Board  of  Trader 
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and  other  prelimmary  expenses  attending  the  carrying  on  ^  1848. 
of  the  scheme.  It  was  contended  for  the  defendant,  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  his  deposit,  which 
had  been  so  expended  by  the  directors,  as  they  had  authority 
to  do  under  the  powers  reserved  by  them  by  the  letter  of 
allotment.  The  learned  judge,  in  summing  \xp,  after  telling 
the  jury  that  he  thought  there  was  evidence  of  fraud  an- 
tecedently to  the  execution  of  the  subscribers'  agreement, 
but  that  that  fraud,  being  after  the  payment  of  the  deposit, 
would  noty  in  his  opinion,  of  itself  give  the  plaintiff  a  right 
to  recover,  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  scheme  had 
been  abandoned  before  the  commencement  of  the  action, 
and  the  jury  found  that  it  had..  His  Lordship  thereupon 
directed  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  reserving 
leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  construction  of  the  letter 
of  allotment,  for  which  the  defendant  contended,  was  correct. 

ToumseTid  having  accordingly  obtained  a  rule  to  enter 
a  nonsuit, 

Martin  and  Webby  now  shewed  cause. — The  subscribers' 
agreement,  which  the  plsdntiff  signed,  is  void ;  for,  at  the 
time  he  signed  it,  instead  of  the  deposits  upon  22,500  shares 
having  been  paid,  not  more  than  between  3000  and  4000 
had  been  paid ;  and  as  the  plaintiff  was  not  made  acquainted 
with  this  most  material  fact  by  the  company  at  that  time, 
upon  the  ground  that  a  material  fact  was  suppressed,  which 
was  equivalent  to  a  fraudulent  misrepresentation  on  the 
part  of  the  directors,  the  deed  is  void:  Wonbier  v.  Shairp  (a); 
and  the  deed  alone  gives  the  power  to  pay  the  expenses  out 
of  the  deposits.  {Parke^  B. — That  point  was  not  made  at 
the  triaL  The  only  question  before  us  is  as  to  the  true 
construction  of  the  letter  of  allotment.    It  appears,  from 

(a)  4  C.  B.  404. 
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184d.        the  note  of  the  learned  judge  at  the  trial,  that  there  was 
no  question  ndsed  as  to  anj  fraud  antecedent  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  depoat ;  and  if  there  had,  it  would  have  been  rerj 
difficult  to  maintain  such  an  objection.]    The  words  of  the 
letter  of  allotment  are,  that  the  directors  assume  the  right 
"  to  apply  the  amount  paid  for  deposits  in  discbai]ge  of  any 
liabilities  incurred  by  them  under  the  general  powers  vested 
in  them,  for  the  prosecution  of  the  undertatdng.  ....  A 
subscribers'  agreement  and  a  parliamentary  cootract,  in  such 
form  and  with  such  provisions  as  the  committee  may  think 
necessary,  will  be  prepared,"  &c.     The  power  surety  vests 
upon  a  deed  to  be  subsequently  executed,  and,  as  that  deed 
was  not  duly  executed,  the  directors  had  no  power  to  dis- 
pose of  the  deposits.    The  directors  could  have  no  reason 
to  suppose  that  the  scheme  could  be  effectually  carried  on. 
[Parhe,  B. — If  that  was  so,  you  should  have  insisted  upon 
that  objection  at  the  trial,  and  not  have  consented  that 
leave  should  be  reserved  to  enter  a  nonsuit  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  letter  of  allotment;  that  is  the  only  ques- 
tion which  we  have  before  us  at  present] 

Towruend  and  FouUtes,  in  support  of  the  rule,  were  not 
heard. 

Pabkb,  B. — The  only  question  upon  which  we  have  now 
to  give  our  opinion,  and  which  was  reserved  by  the  learned 
judge  at  the  trial,  is,  whether,  upon  the  true  construction  of 
this  letter  of  allotment,  the  directors  of  the  Company  were 
empowered  to  apply  the  deposits  for  the  purposes  of  such 
preliminary  expenses  as  might  be  necessary  and  reasonable 
for  the  prosecution  of  the  undertaking.  We  are  all  of  opi- 
nion that  they  were  so  empowered,  and  consequently  this 
rule  must  be  made  absolute.  With  respect  to  the  sub- 
scribers' agreement,  which  the  plaintiff  executed,  it  was 
contended  by  his  learned  counsel  to  be  void,  inasmuch  as 
the  execution  of  it  was  obtained  by  fraud,  and  that,  upon 
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the  anthoritj  of  Wmitner  v.  Shairp,  the  drcumstances  were  J^^^B. 
Boch  as,  if  left  to  the  jury^  would  warrant  them  in  finding 
that  the  transaction  was  fraudulent^  and  therefore  that  the 
deed  ought  to  be  considered  out  of  the  case  altogether,  and 
diat  the  whole  case  rested  upon  the  letter  of  allotment, 
which  did  not  give  the  power  contended  for.  It  appears 
that  at  the  trial  the  plaintiff's  counsel  did  not  ask  the 
learned  ju^e  to  put  the  question  of  fraud,  antecedent 
to  the  letter  of  allotment,  to  the  jury,  but  that  he  con- 
sented to  leave  for  consideration  the  question  of  law  as  to 
the  true  construction  of  the  letter  of  aUotment.  I£  the 
plaintiff's  counsel  had  meant  to  insist  upon  the  invalidity 
of  the  letter  of  allotment,  as  well  as  of  the  deed,  on  the 
ground  of  fraud,  he  should  have  required  it  to  be  left  to  the 
jury;  but,  according  to  the  learned  judge's  note,  no  ob- 
jection was  raised  on  that  ground;  and  indeed,  if  it  had,  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  pluntiff  would  have  had  little  chance 
of  success.  In  Wantner  v.  Shairp,  there  were  matters  for 
the  consideration  of  the  jury,  such  as  to  justify  them  in 
finding  that  the  execution  of  the  subscribers'  deed  had  been 
obtained  by  fiiwd,  as  having  been  obtained  at  a  time  when 
snffident  money  had  not  been  received,  by  the  payment  of 
an  adequate  number  of  deposits,  to  warrant  them  in  pro- 
ceeding with  the  undertaking.  But,  as  the  question  of 
fraud  was  for  the  jury,  and  as  no  point  was  made  upon 
that  part  of  the  case,  although  I  do  not  see  how  it  would 
have  been  of  any  assistance  to  the  plaintiff,  that  question 
must  be  dismissed  altogether  from  the  case,  and  it  remains 
to  be  considered  on  the  construction  of  the  letter  of  allot- 
ment alone.  That  letter  was  issued  upon  an  allotment  of 
shares  to  the  plaintiff,  which  was  contemporaneous  with 
allotments  of  the  remaining  shares  to  other  persons.  Now, 
it  appears  to  me  that  the  true  construction  to  be  put  upon 
the  terms  of  this  letter  of  allotment  is,  that  the  directors 
of  the  company  intend  to  say,  ''We  shall  apjdy  the  money 
deporited  in  our  hands  in  the  manner  we  may  think  fit 
for  the  purposes  of  carrying  on  the  undertaking,  and  of 


V. 

Harbisok. 
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1848.  carrybg  it  properlj  bto  effect^  and  in  diachaige  of  those 
J0NB8  liabilities  which  we  may  incur  in  its  progress."  That  ap- 
pears to  me  to  be  the  true  meaning  of  the  document; 
the  words  of  whidi  are,  that  ''the  directors  assume  the 
right  to  carry  out  their  intentions  by  the  adoption  of  all 
such  measures  as  they  may  deem  requbite  for  obtaining  the 
necessary  parliamentaiy  powers  to  form  a  company,  for  the 
construction  of  the  entire  railway,  or  any  part  of  it,  with 
such  branches,  extensions,  or  alterations  as  they  may  find 
expedient,  and  to  apply  the  [amount  paid  for  deposits  in 
discharge  of  any  liabilities  incurred  by  them  under  the  ge^ 
neral  powers  vested  in  them  for  the  prosecution  of  the  un- 
dertaking." The  expression  ''general  powers"  means,  as 
I  take  it,  the  powers  already  vested  in  them,  and  which 
they  then  assume  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  the  under- 
taking into  effect,  and  it  does  not  mean  such  powers  as  may 
become  vested  in  the  directors  at  a  future  period.  This 
being  so,  they  are  empowered  to  apply  the  deposits  for  all 
such  purposes :  as  for  advertisements,  surveys,  and  neces- 
sary plans  to  be  deposited  with  the  Board  of  Trade,  and  all 
other  necessary  and  reasonable  expenses  of  that  description. 
J£  it  had  been  contended  that  the  expenses  had  been  un- 
reasonable, the  question  was  one  whidi  was  proper  to  be  left 
to  the  jury.  This  letter  of  allotment  contains  the  above 
provision,  which  was  not  in  that  in  the  case  of  Wahtab  v. 
Spotdswoode  {a)y  and  for  this  reason  the  cases  are  distin- 
guishable. If  any  surplus  remained  after  the  payment  of 
such  expenses,  the  directors  would,  of  course,  be  bound  to 
refimd  to  the  plaintiff  his  due  proportion ;  but,  if  all  the 
deposits  had  been  expended,  the  plaintiff  would  not  be  en- 
titled to  any  portion  of  his  depodt.  The  whole  question, 
as  I  have  before  said,  turns  upon  the  true  construction  <^ 
the  letter  of  allotment.  I  am  of  opinion  that,  according  to 
the  terms  of  that  instrument,  the  defendant  had  authority 
to  make  the  application  of  the  deposits  which  wajs  made. 

(a)  16  M.  &  W.  601. 
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ALDEBS0N5  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion;  It  appears  i848. 
to  me  thaty  when  the  plaintiff  paid  his  money  bj  waj 
of  deposit^  it  was  upon  the  understanding  that  it  should  be 
laid  out  in  a  legitimate  manner ;  and  as  no  objection  was 
made  as  to  the  manner  in  which  it  had  been  laid  out,  the 
pbdntiff  has  no  right  to  succeed  in  this  action. 

Boi^FE,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  that  the 
words  "  general  powers"  mean  **  those  powers  which  are  now 
Tested  in  us." 

Platt,  B.,  concurred. 

Bule  absolute. 


BiLET  V.  Wabden  and  Another.  Feb.  11. 

JJEBT  for  work  and  labour,  for  money  paid,  and  on  an  j^  person  who 
account  stated.     The  defendants  pleaded,  secondly,  a  set-  ^es*  contract 
off  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  for  money  lent,  money  paid,  certain  cntting 
money  had  and  received,  and  on  an  account  stated.  a  certain  snm^ 

Replication  to  the  second  plea,  as  to  so  much  of  that  plea  J^J  emj»hm^' 
as  relates  to  the  said  fi^oods  therein  mentioned,  and  as  relates  wraai  mennn- 

.  der  nun  to  as- 

to  the  sum  of  16L  Ss.,  parcel  &c.,  in  the  said  plea  men-  not  in  doing  the 
tioned,  being  the  said  price  and  value  of  the  said  goods,  and  ufw-kman  or^ 
also  as  relates  to  the  said  causes  of  set-off  in  respect  of  the  i^^T^  ^*^ 

^  the  true  mean- 

said  goods,  and  the  said  price  and  value  thereof,  that  the  ingofthei&2 
said  sum  of  16/.  85.,  parcel  &c,  is  claimed  by  the  defend-  (tfaeTrnck    ' 
ants  to  be  due  and  payable  to  them  from  the  plaintiff,  for  hedocs apof ? 
the  price  and  value  of  the  said  goods  in  the  said  plea  men-  tionofthework 
tioned,  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit  sold  and  de*      where  the 
livered  by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff,  as  in  the  said  ^^J^^^^\^ 
plea  mentioned.     And  the  plaintiff  further  says,  that,  before  ?^'*^^^*^'°*^ 
and  at  the  time  of  the  accruing  of  the  said  supposed  causes  whether  a  la- 
of  set-off,  in  the  sdd  plea  mentioned,  so  far  as  the  said  sn^'^^^oral 

of  snch  earth  is 
a  person  "  em- 
ployed in  or  about  the  working  or  getting  of  day,"  within  the  meamng  of  the  19th  aection  of 
the  act 


60  EXCHEQUSR  RBPORT8. 

1848.        plea  relates  to  tlie  sud  goods  and  the  said  smn  of  1 6L  8s., 
parcel  &0.9  being  the  said  price  and  vahie  thereof  and  before 
and  at  the  time  of  the  sale  and  deliveiy  by  the  defoid- 
ants  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  said  goods  in  the  said  plea  men- 
tionedy  as  therein  mentioned,  and  as  hereinafter  mentioned, 
for  the  price  and  value  of  which  the  said  sum  of  16L  Ss., 
parcel  &c,  was  and  is  so  as  aforesaid  claimed  by  the  de- 
fendants  to  be  due  to  them  from  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid, 
to  wit,  on  &c,  and  from  thenoe  until^  to  wit»  &&,  the  plain- 
tiff was  a  workman  and  labourer^  engaged  and  employed 
by  the  defendants  in  a  certain  occupation,  to  wit,  in  the  oc- 
cupation of  and  in  and  about  the  getting  of  clay,  within 
the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  a  certain  act  of  Parliament 
made  and  passed  in  the  session  of  Parliament  holden  in  the 
first  and  second  years  of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty  King 
William  the  Fourth,  intituled  **  An  Act  to  prohibit  the 
Payment  in  certain  Trades  of  Wages  in  Goods,  or  otherwise 
than  in  the  Current  Coin  of  the  Bealm."  And  the  defend- 
ants, before  and  at  the  time  and  during  the  time  of  the 
said  alleged  sale  and  deliveiy  of  the  said  goods  in  the 
said  plea  mentioned,  and  of  the  accruing  of  the  said  causes 
of  set-off  in  respect  of  the  said  sale  and  delivery,  to  wit, 
the  said  sum  of  16L  8s.,  parcel  &c.,  to  wit,  during  all  the 
time   aforesaid,  were  brickmakers  and  manu&cturers  of 
bricks,  and  the  trade  of  brickmakers  and  manufacturers  of 
bricks  carried  on,  exercised,  and  followed,  and  still  do  carry 
on,  exercise,  and  follow,  within  the  meaning  of  the  said 
statute ;  and  the  plaintiff  further  says,  that  heretofore  and 
after  the  passing  of  the  sud  act  of  Parliament,  and  before 
and  at  and  during  the  time  of  the  said  sale  and  delivery 
of  the  siud  goods  in  the  said  plea  mentioned,  the  price  and 
value  of  which,  to  wit,  the  said  sum  of  16L  8#.,  parcel  &c., 
is  claimed  to  be  due  and  payable  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  de- 
fendants as  aforesaid,  and  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  to 
wit,  on  &C.,  and  thence  until  and  upon,  to  wit,  &&,  he,  the 
plaintiff,  was  in  the  employ  of  the  defendants  as  a  work- 
man and  labourer,  in  the  said  occupation  of  and  in  and 
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about  the  gettang  of  day,  such  cky  being  intended  to  be  ^948. 
used  and  applied  by  the  defendants  for  the  purpose  of 
makiiig  and  preparing  therewith  of  bricks,  and  the  plain- 
tiff was  during  the  time  last  aforesaid  engaged  and  em- 
ployed by  tlie  defendants  in  the  said  occupation  of  and  in 
and  about  the  getting  of  day,  such  clay  being  intended  to 
be  used  and  applied  by  the  defendants  for  the  purpose 
afoTQBaid;  and  the  defendants,  during  the  time  last  aforesaid, 
employed  and  were  the  employers  of  the  plaintiff  in  the 
said  occupation  of  and  in  and  about  the  getting  of  day, 
Bodi  day  being  intended  to  be  used  and  applied  by  the  de- 
fendants as  aforesud*  And  the  plaintiff  further  says,  that 
this  action  was  brought  and  commenced  after  the  passing  of 
the  said  act  of  Parliament,  and  was  so  brought  and  com- 
menced by  the  plaintiff,  as  such  workman  and  labourer  as 
aforesudy  against  the  defendants,  his  employers  as  aforesaid, 
for  the  recovery  of  diyers  sums  of  money  due  to  the  pldn- 
tiff  as  such  workman  and  labourer  as  aforesaid,  as  the 
wages  of  his  labour  in  the  said  occupation  hereinbefore 
mentioned.  And  the  plaintiff  further  says,  that  the  said 
goods  in  the  said  plea  mentioned,  for  the  price  and  value  of 
which  the  said  sum  of  16L  8«.,  parcel  &c,  is  claimed  to  be 
doe  and  payable  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants,  and  for 
and  in  respect  of  which  price  and  value  the  defendants 
have  pleaded  the  said  set-off,  were  and  are  certain  goods 
whieh  the  defendants  sold  to  the  plaintiff,  and  delivered  and 
8ap[died  to  him,  and  which  the  plaintiff  had  and  received, 
on  several  days  uid  times  during  and  whilst  the  plaintiff 
iras  in  the  employment  of  the  defendants  as  such  workman 
aad  labourer,  and  engaged  and  employed  by  the  defendants 
as  sudt  woikman  and  labourer,  in  the  said  occupation  of 
and  in  and  about  the  getting  of  clay  intended  to  be  used 
and  applied  as  aforesaid,  and  whilst  the  defendants  so  em- 
ployed and  were  the  employers  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  sud 
ooeapation  of  and  in  and  about  the  gettmg  of  day  in- 
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1848.        tended  to  be  used  and  applied  for  the  purposes  aforesaid  by 
j^j^j^^        the  defendants,  to  wit,  on  &C.5  and  on  divers  other  days 
V.  and  times  between  that  day  and  the  said  &c.  and  before 

the  commencement  of  this  suit ;  and  the  plaintiff  says,  that 
the  said  goods  were  so  sold  to  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  and 
delivered  and  supplied  to  the  plaintiff,  and  by  him  had  and 
received,  as  for  and  on  account  of  his  wages,  and  in  reward 
for  his  labour  as  such  workman  and  labourer  as  aforesaid, 
of  and  in  and  about  the  getting  of  day,  as  aforesud,  by 
him  done  and  performed  whilst  in  the  employ  of  the  defend- 
ants as  aforesaid,  and  not  otherwise,  contrary  to  the  fonn 
and  effect  of  the  aaid  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pro- 
vided.    Verification. 

Rejoinder,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not,  at  the  time  of  the 
sale  and  delivery  by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff  of  the 
said  goods  in  the  said  second  plea  mentioned,  or  of  any  of 
them,  or  of  any  part  thereof,  a  workman  or  labourer  en- 
gaged or  employed  by  the  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  in 
the  said  occupation  of,  in,  or  about  the  getting  of  clay, 
modo  et  formfi,  concluding  to  the  country;  upon  which 
rejoinder  issue  was  joined. 

At  the  trial  of  the  cause,  before  Cokridgey  J.,  at  the  last 
Summer  Assizes  at  Gloucester,  it  appeared  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  done  the  work,  which  was  the  subject  of  the  action, 
as  a  sub^contractor  under  the  defendants,  who  had  contracted 
to  make  a  certain  portion  of  the  Oxford,  Worcester,  and 
Wolverhampton  Bailway.  The  defendants  had  divided  the 
contract  they  had  taken  into  several  smaller  portions,  one 
of  which  the  plaintiff  had  taken  from  them,  at  a  certain 
sum  per  cubic  yard.  The  plaintiff  engaged  eight  or  nine 
men  to  work  with  him.  Tickets  for  goods  were  supplied 
by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff,  who  gave  them  to  his 
men  as  payment.  There  was  evidence  to  shew  that  the 
day  which  was  obtained  from  the  cuttings  was  applied  to 
the  purpose  of  making  bricks.     CoUridge^  J.,  told  the  jury, 
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that,  if  the  object  was  to  save  the  daj  for  the  purpose  of 
makiiig  bricks,  he  was  of  opinion  that  that  part  of  the  case 
would  be  within  the  act;  but  he  was  also  of  opinion,  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  a  labourer  or  workman  within  the  act, 
which  he  thought  did  not  apply  as  between  contractor  and 
8ab-contractor,  and  that  the  mere  &ct  of  the  plaintiff  join- 
ing in  the  work  did  not  make  any  difference.  He  there- 
fore directed  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  defendants 
on  the  plea  of  setoff,  with  leave  reserved  to  the  plaintiff  to 
move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  16L  8«. 
AcoordiBgly,  in  Michaelmas  Term  last,  Greaves  having 
a  rule. 


1848. 


Wi  H.  Cooke  now  shewed  cause. — The  substantial  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
thar  set-off,  or  whether  they  are  deprived  of  it  by  virtue 
of  this  acty  1  &  2  VriiL  4,  c.  37  (a).    Under  the  circum- 


(a)  Sect,  ly  after  reciting  that 

*  it  18  neoesaary  to  proliibit  pay- 
ment in  certain  trades,  of  wagea 
in  gooda^  or  otherwise  than  in  the 
cmrrent  coinof  thereahn,"  enacts, 

*  that  in  all  contracts  hereafter  to 
be  made,  for  the  hiring  of  any 
artifioer  in  any  of  the  trades  here- 
inafter enumerated,  or  for  the  per- 
iisnnanoe  by  any  artificer  of  any 
laboor  in  any  of  the  said  trades, 
the  wages  of  snch  artificer  ahall 
be  made  payable  in  the  current 
eoin  of  this  realm  only,  and  not 
otherwiae;  and  that,  if  in  any  snch 
eontract  the  whole  or  any  part  of 
meh  wages  shall  be  made  payable 
in  any  manner  other  than  in 
the  anient  coin  aforesaid,  anch 
eontiact  ahall  be  and  is  here- 
by declared  illegal,  nnll,  and 
Toid;* 

Sect  3  enacts,  that  ^  the  entire 
iDKmnt  of  the  wages  earned  by  or 


payable  to  any  artificer  in  any  of 
the  trades  hereinafter  enumerat- 
ed, in  respect  of  any  labour  by 
him  done  in  any  snch  trade,  shall 
be  actually  paid  to  such  artificer 
in  the  current  coin  of  this  realm, 
and  not  otherwise;  and  every 
payment,  made  to  any  such  arti- 
ficer by  his  employer,  of  or  in  re- 
spect of  any  such  wages,  by  the 
deliyeiing  to  him  of  goods,  or 
otherwise  than  in  the  current  coin 
aforesaid,  except  as  hereinafter 
mentioned,  shall  be  and  is  here- 
by declared  illegal,  null,  and 
void" 

By  sect.  4,  artificers  may  re- 
coyer  wages  if  not  paid  in  the 
current  coin. 

Sect.  5  enacts,  that,  '*  in  any 
action,  suit,  or  other  proceeding 
to  be  hereafter  brought  or  com- 
menced by  any  such  artificer  as 
aforefiud,  against  his  employer  for 
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staooes  of  the  present  case,  die  plaintiff  is  dearly  not  a 
w<vkman  or  labourer  within  the  true  meaning  of  that  act 


the  reooTeiy  of  any  som  of  money 
due  to  any  snch  artificer  as  the 
wages  of  his  labour,  in  any  of  the 
trades  hereinafter  enumerated, 
the  defendantshall  not  he  allowed 
to  make  any  set-off,  nor  to  claim 
any  reduction  of  theplaintiff's  de- 
mand by  reason  or  in  respect  of 
any  goods,  wares,  or  merchandise 
had  or  reoeiyed  by  the  plaintiff 
as  or  on  account  of  his  wages  or 
in  reward  for  his  labour,  or  by 
reason  or  in  respect  of  any  goods, 
wares,  or  merchandise,  sold,  de- 
livered, or  supplied  to  such  arti- 
ficer, at  any  shop  or  warehouse 
kept  by  or  belonging  to  such  em- 
ployer, or  in  the  profits  of  which 
such  employer  shall  have  any 
share  or  interest/' 

Sect.  19  enacts,  *^  that  nothing 
herein  contained  shall  extend  to 
any  artificer,  workman,  or  la- 
bourer, or  any  person  engaged  or 
employed  in  any  manufacture, 
trade,  or  occupation,  excepting 
only  artificers,  workmen,  Ur 
bourerg,  and  other  persons  em- 
ployed in  the  seyeral  manufac- 
tures, trades,  and  occupations 
following ;  (that  is  to  say),  in  or 
about  the  working,  casting,  con- 
verting, or  manufacturing  of  iron 
or  steel,  or  any  parts,  branches^ 
or  processes  thereof;  or  in  or 
about  the  working  or  cutting  of 
any  mines  of  coal,  ironstone, 
limestone,  salt  rock ;  or  in  or 
about  the  working  or  getting  of 
Btone^  slate,  or  day,''  &c 

Sect  26  enacts,  that,  ''  in  the 
meaning  and  for  the  purposes  of 


this  act,  all  workmen^  labourers, 
and  other  persons  in  any  manner 
engaged  in  the  performance  of  an  j 
work,  employment  or  operation, 
of  what  nature  soever,  in  or  about 
theseveral  trades  and  ooenpationa 
aforesaid,  shall  be  and  be  deemed 
'  artificers;'  and  that,  within  the 
meaning  and  puqK>8es  aforesud, 
all  masters,    bailifiB,    foremen, 
managers,  clerks,  and  other  per- 
sons engaged  in  the  hiring,  em- 
ployment or  superintendence  of 
the  labour  of  any  such  artificers, 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  '  employ- 
ers ; '  and  that,  within  the  mean- 
ing and  for  the  purposes  of  this 
act  any  money  or  other  thing  had 
or  contracted  to  be  paid,  deliver- 
ed, or  given  as  a  recompense, 
reward,  or  remuneration  for  any 
labour   done   or    to    be    done^ 
whether  within  a  certain  time  or 
to  a  certain  amount  ^^  ^^^  a  time 
or  an  amount  uncertain,  shall 
be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  the 
*  wages  *  of  such  labour ;  and  that 
within  the  meaning  and  for  the 
purposes  aforesaid,   any  agree- 
ment, understanding,  device,  con- 
trivance, collusion,  or  arrange- 
ment whatsoever,  on  the  subject 
of  wages,  whether  written  or  oral, 
whether  direct  or  indirect,    to 
which  the  employer  and  artificer 
are  parties  or  are  assenting,  or  by 
which  they  are  mutually  bound 
to  each  other,  or  whereby  either 
of  them  shall  have  endeavoured 
to  impose  an  obligation  on  the 
other  of  them,  shall  be  and  be 
deemed  a  *  contract.'  ** 
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The  mere  fact  of  his  joining  in  the  work  does  not  bring        1949, 
Urn  within  it.     (He  was  then  stopped  by  the  Court.) 

Greaves  and  Keatinff,  in  support  of  the  rule. — This  act  is 
coached  in  very  comprehensive  language,  and  is  in  its  na- 
ture remediaL  It  is  therefore  right  that  it  should  receive 
a  liberal  construction.  The  replication  is  framed  under 
the  5th  section.  The  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  is 
a  workman  or  labourer  within  the  true  meaning  of  the  act. 
Now  the  language  of  the  25th  section  is  as  large  and  com- 
prehensive as  possible ;  the  words  are,  "  all  workmen,  la- 
booreiB,  and  other  persons  in  any  manner  engaged  in  the 
performance  of  any  work,  employment  or  operation,  of  what 
nature  soever,  in  or  about  the  several  trades  and  occupations 
aforesaid,  shall  be,  and  be  deemed  'artificers.' "  Any  work- 
man engaged  in  any  work  named  in  the  act  is  within  its 
proyisions,  and  the  plaintiff  is  not  to  be  deprived  of  the 
benefit  of  it,  because  he  has  employed  other  labourers  to 
join  him,  and  assist  him  in  doing  the  work.  The  only 
case  which  has  much  bearing  upon  this  subject  is  that  of 
Lowther  v.  Lord  Radnor  {a),  which  arose  under  the  statute 
20  Grea  2,  c.  19,  by  which  magistrates  had  jurisdiction  to 
determine  differences  between  masters  and  servants  in  hus- 
bandry, artificers,  &c,  ''and  other  labourers"  employed  for 
any  certain  time,  or  in  any  other  manner  respecting  wages 
within  certun  sums.  It  was  there  said  by  Dampier  in  argu- 
ment, that  "  It  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  condition  of  a 
kbourer  that  he  should  contract  to  do  the  work  by  the 
piece,  or  great,  and  therefore  should  employ  another 
labourer  under  him;  many  important  operations  in  hus- 
bandly are  performed  in  this  manner;"  and  Lord  EUeri' 
borough,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  says, 
«  This  complaint  must  be  taken  to  be  true  in  the  terms  of 

(a)  8  East,  113. 

VOL.  n.  P  KXCH. 
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1848.  it,  no  e^dence  appearing  to  have  been  lud  before  the 
magistrates  to  contradict  or  vary  it,  and  they  have  ad- 
judged the  same  to  be  true.  By  this  it  appears  that  Sop 
was  a  labourer^  for  he  is  described  as  J.  Sop^  of  Shrewton, 
labourer,  and  that  his  demand  was  for  wages  due  to  him^ 
for  work  and  labour  done  by  himself  and  another  person^ 
T.  Franklin,  by  which  it  must  be  understood  that  Sop  was 
employed  to  do  the  work,  either  by  the  day,  or  the  piece, 
and  that  Franklin  assisted  Sop  in  the  work,  under  the 
retainer  of  Sop,  and  not  of  Mr.  Lowther;  a  common 
practice  with  labourers  as  well  in  husbandry  as  in  other 
business."  The  principle  seems  to  be  this ; — ^if  the  person 
fills  a  situation  mentioned  in  the  act,  he  comes  within  the 
terms  of  it,  and  his  position  in  that  respect  is  not  altered  by 
the  fact  of  his  employing  others  to  work  with  him.  The 
judgment  of  the  Court,  in  the  preceding  case,  proceeds 
thus: — *'  The  act  now  under  our  consideration  appears  to 
have  had  for  its  object  the  affording  to  certain  eeryants  and 
workmen,  and  to  labourers  in  general,  a  speedy,  easy,  and 
cheap  mode  of  recovering  their  wages  when  they  amount 

to  a  small  sum These  benefits  are,  by  the  words 

of  the  act,  extended  to  servants  in  husbandry,  to  workmen 
in  different  branches  of  trade,  and  to  other  labourers  em- 
ployed for  any  certain  time,  or  in  any  other  .manner.  The 
latter  words  are  as  general  as  may  be»"  The  words  of  the 
Stat*  5  Eliz.  c  4,  6.  13,  '*  that  every  artificer  and  la* 
bourer  that  shall  be  lawfully  retained  in  and  for  the  build-^ 
ing  or  repairing  of  any  church,  &c.,  or  of  every  other  piece 
of  work  taken  in  great,  in  task  or  in  groes^  or  that  shall 
hereafter  take  upon  him  to  make  or  finish  any  such  tiung 
or  work,"  &c.,  shew  that  the  legislature,  at  the  time  of 
the  passing  of  that  statute,  contemplated  the  taking  con- 
tracts in  gross  by  labourers  and  artificers.  The  20  Geo.  2, 
c.  19,  has  similar  words.     Lancaster  v.  Greaves  {a)  was 

(a)  9  B.  Sc  C.  628. 


HILABT  TAOATIOWi  11  VICT.  67 

A  dedflkm  nnder  the  Btat.  4  Geo.  4,  c  34^  s.  3,  which  re*        1848. 
quueB  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  to  exist,  in  order 
to  bring  a  case  within  it.     [Aldersonf  B. — ^Would  not  the 
plaintiff  have  eqtially  performed  his  contract  if  he  had  not 
worked  himself?  He  did  not  enter  into  an  engagement 
to  do  the  work  persanalfy*    He  even  receives  a  profit  by 
the  labour  of  others.    The  6th  section^  by  which  the  set- 
off is  prohibited,  is  remarkably  worded.    It  enacts  thati 
m  an  action  brought  for  w.ages,  no  set-off  shall  be  allowed 
fiir  goods  had  and  received   ''by  the  plaintiff,  as  or  on 
account  of  Ms  wages,  or  in  reward  for  his  labour.''    How 
can  it  be  said  in  this  case,  that  the  goods  received  were 
in  payment  for  his  (the  plaintiff's)  wages  or  labour  ?]    If 
dbe  plaintiff  does  any  part  of  the  work  as  a  labourer,  he 
comes  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.     \Fla%  B. — ^Take 
the  case  of  a  man  who  employs  a  thousand  others  under 
him,  but  puts  the  finishing  stroke  to  the  work  himself^ 
could  it  be  said  that  he  is  a  workman  or  labourer  within 
the  act?]  The  plaintiff  has  acted  as  a  labourer  in  expend- 
ing the  labour  of  his  own  hands  in  the  work,  and  although 
he  has  been  joined  by  others  in  carrying  it  on,  that  fact 
b  not  sufficient  to  deprive  him  of  the  protection  of  the 
statute. 

Pakke,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought  to  be 
difldmrged.  There  are  two  questions  in  the  present  case. 
The  first  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  is  a  workman  or  labourer 
within  the  true  meaning  of  this  act  of  Parliament;  and 
eeeondly,  if  he  is,  whether  he  was  engaged  in  the  occupa- 
tion of  the  getting  of  day,  as  mentioned  in  the  19th  section. 
Hie  principal  question,  and  that  upon  which  it  will  be 
sufficient  for  us  to  express  our  opinion,  is  the  first.  The 
19th  section  enacts,  that  '^nothing  herein  contained  shall 
extend  to  any  artificer,  workman,  or  labourer,  or  other 
person  engaged  or  employed  in  any  manufacture,  trade,  or 

f2 


68  EXCHEQUER  BEPORTS. 

1848.        oocupation,  excepting  only  artificers,  workmen,  labourers, 
and  other  persons  employed  in  the  several  manufactures, 
trades,  and  occupations  following^' — and  tiien  certain  trades, 
&C.  are  enumerated ;  and  if  the  plaintiff  comes  within  the 
meaning  of  this  section,  the  defendant  is  deprived  of  his 
right  of  set-off  hj  the  5th  section,  which  has  been  referred 
to  hj  my  Brother  Aldersan,  the  words  of  which  are,  "in 
respect  of  any  goods,  wares,  or  merchandise,  had  or  re- 
ceived by  the  plaintiff,  as  or  on  account  of  his  wages,  or  in 
reward  for  his  labour,'*  &c.     Now  it  appears  to  me  that, 
upon  the  true  construction  of  this  act,  it  is  to  be  taken  as 
applicable  to  those  persons  only  who  strictiy  contract  as 
labourers f  that  is,  to  such  as  enter  into  a  contract  to  employ 
their  personal  services,  and  to  receive  payment  for  that 
service  in  wages.     Is  then  the  pbuntiff  here  a  person  in 
that  condition — ^a  person  who  has    contracted  to  do    a 
work  personally,  and  to  receive  paymeict  in  wages?    I  do 
not   think  that  he  is,  according  to  tiiis  contract,  bound 
in  the  least  degree  to   do  the  work  personally*      The 
reward  which  he  is  to  receive  is  not  to  be  paid  for  his 
personal  labour,  but  it  is  the  contract  price  from  which 
he  may  derive  a  profit,  by  the  assistance  and  labour  of 
others.     It  seems  to  me  that  this  act  was  intended  to  be 
applied  to  those  who  engage  to  do  a  work  by  their  own 
personal  labour,  and  that  the  object  of  it  is  to  protect  such 
men  as  earn  their  bread  by  the  sweat  of  their  brow,  and 
who  are,  for  the  most  part,  an  unprovided  class,  and  that 
it  was  not  intended  to  have  any  application  whatever  to 
persons  who  take  work  upon  a  great  scale.     I  take  it  to  be 
clear,  that,  if  the  plaintiff  had  undertaken  to  do  a  work  for 
£100,000,  he  would  not  have  been  within  the  act,  although 
he  might  have  done  some  portion  of  it  himself.     It  is 
difficult  to  draw  the  line  between   such  a  case  as  tliat 
and  the  present     In  the  case  otLowthery.  Lord  Radnor, 
which  was  cited  in  the  argument,  the  decision  of  the  Court 
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proceeded  on  the  &ct8  laid  before  the  justice,  and  the  facts  1848. 
there  stated  m  the  information  did  shew  the  relation  of  master 
and  seryant ;  and  the  only  question  raised  was,  whether  a 
labourer  employed  in  digging  a  well  was  within  the  descrip- 
tion of  persons  made  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 
With  respect  t-o  the  other  question,  as  to  the  getting  of 
day,  it  is  not  necessary  to  say  whether  or  not  the  case  falls 
within  the  statute.  I  entertain  great  doubt  upon  that 
pcMnt 

Aldebson^  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  only 
question  is,  vr hether  the  defendants  are  to  be  deprived  of 
their  set-off  by  virtue  of  this  statute.  The  facts  of  the  case 
are  few.  The  plaintiff  has  entered  into  a  contract  with  the 
defendants  to  do  a  certain  work  at  a  certain  sum  of  money 
per  cubic  yard.  He  works  in  company  with  others,  whom 
he  engages  for  certain  wages.  The  defendants  have  in  part 
paid  the  plaintiff  in  articles  of  food,  &c.,  which  the  plaintiff 
has  paid  to  his  own  workmen  as  money.  The  plaintiff 
caonot,  as  it  appears  to  me,  say  that  he  has  violated  the 
act  As  far  as  regards  himself,  it  is  to  be  taken  as  a  pay- 
ment in  money. 

BOlfe,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  appears  to 
me  to  be  clear,  upon  looking  at  this  act  of  Parliament,  that 
it  applies  only  to  those  persons  who  are  to  receive  wages  as 
the  piioe  of  their  labour,  and  that  the  term  ''wages"  is  to  be 
miderstood  in  its  popular  sense,  and  does  not  include  wages 
which  are  the  price  of  a  contract.  The  plaintiff  here  em- 
pbyed  several  persons  under  him,  and  in  that  respect  dif- 
fers fiom  what  is  popularly  understood  by  a  labourer.  This 
act  was  intended  to  protect  persons  who  earn  their  bread 
by  their  daily  labour  from  receiving  goods  as  a  payment 
for  their  wages  instead  of  money.  It  would  be  difficult  to 
know  where  to  draw  the  line,  if  we  were  to  hold  that  the 


*--* 
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184a  plaintiff  falls  within  the  meaning  of  the  act »  for  it  would 
be  difficult  to  say  that  it  did  not  apply  in  a  case  where  a 
party  had  undertaken  a  contract  to  complete  twenty  miles 
of  railway*  The  19th  section  seems  to  me  to  have  re- 
ference to  workmen  and  labourers  who  earn  wages  by  their 
own  personal  labour,  and  not  to  those  who,  although 
they  join  in  the  work,  derive  a  profit  from  the  exertions 
of  others* 

Platt,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  I  agree  that  the 
opinion  of  the  learned  judge  at  the  trial  was  correct.  I  do 
not  see  the  limit  to  which  the  doctrine,  for  which  the  pon- 
tiff contends,  might  not  be  carried.  It  cannot  be  said  that 
every  person  who  puts  the  finishing  stroke  to  a  work,  as, 
for  instance,  a  master  mason  engaged  to  build  a  house,  is 
within  this  act  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  rule  ought  to 
be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 
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1848. 

Eable  V.  Olivsb*  Feb.  7. 

Assumpsit.— The  first  count  of  the  deckratlon  stated,  Awimpdt. 

that)  before  the  issuing  of  the  fiat  in  bankruptcj  therein-  let  forth  a 

after  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  the  plaintifi^  at  the  special  ^^^^^^Jq 

instance  and  request  of  the  defendant,  made  and  entered  into  ©onsidcratioii 

^         *  ^  ,  that  a  banking 

and  duly  signed,  according  to  the  statute  in  such  case  made  copartnership 

n  -J   J  .*•  x_j.i»  x»     "x*  would  make 

and  proTided,  a  certwi  contract  of  guarantee  m  wntmg,  advances  to  the 
to  and  with  a  certain  banking  copartnership,  called  the  ^J|^^'*J,'J2'*. 
Ashton,  Stalybridfice,  Hyde,  and  Glossop  Bank,  bein^:  a  tooktoguanm- 

t.  «  J  J   i.  .1  i...7^.      tee  the  copart. 

copartnership   of  persons  then  and  from  thence  hitherto  nership  the  dae 
and  still  carrying  on  the  trade  and  business  of  bankers  in  roms  adrMced 
England,  by  and  under  the  name  and  description  aforesaid,  ^r?^"^ 
under  and  by  virtue  of  and  according  to  the  statute  made  ment,  that  the 
and  passed  in  the  7th  year  of  the  reign  of  King  George  the  made  advanMs 
Foorth,  for,  amongst  other  things,  the  better  regulating  of  S^t'^who  ^r- 
copartnershipa  of  certain  bankers  in  England,  by  which  wards  became 
said  contract  of  guarantee  the  plaintiff,  in  consideration  that,  at  the 

time  of  his 
bankmptej, 
tben  vas  doe  to  the  eompeny,  toe  ■neh  adrancea  a  sum  exceeding  £ibO ;  that,  after  the  issning 
of  the  fiat,  the  defendant,  in  consideration  of  the  premisea,  promised  the  plaintiff  that  if,  by 
fiftae  of  the  guarantee,  the  plaintiff  should  be  cslled  ujpon  to  pay  the  copartnership  the  said 
•m  of  if2M,  the  defapdant  would  repay  the  same  to  the  pUiatiff  when  it  should  be  in  his 
power,  notwithstanding  he  should  prenoosly  obtain  his  certificate,  and  also  interest  on  the  said 
•m  I  and  that  the  plidntiff,  being  called  upon  under  the  guarantee,  paid  to  the  copartnership 
£250,  of  which  the>defendant  had  notice.  Breach,  nonpayment.  On  general  demurrer, — 
BM,  no  objection  to  the  promise  that  it  was  made  before  certificate.  Also,  that  the  mere 
hibUity  to  repay  the  plaintiiSf  was  an  equally  good  consideration  to  support  the  promise  as  an 
existing  debt.  Also,  that  the  conditional  promise  to  pay  when  the  defendant  was  able  was 
good,  as  aapported  by  the  original  consideration.  Auo,  that  the  promise  to  pay  interest 
vu  supported  by  the  same  consideration  as  the  original  promise. 

To  a  count  for  money  paid,  the  defendant  pleaded  his  bankruptoy  and  certificate,  and  that 
the  money  was  paid  after  the  fiat  on  account  of  a  debt  doe  from  the  defendant  to  a  banking 
eompany,  and  for  which  the  plaintiff  was  liable.  Replication,  that  the  liability  arose  from  the 
plsiatiCa,  before  the  fiat,  sig^g  a  guarantee  for  the  defendant  at  his  request,  whereby,  in  con- 
■deration  of  the  company  making  advances  to  the  defendant  on  account,  the  plaintiff  guaranteed 
titt  sum  advaaoed,  so  that  his  liability  did  not  exceed  j^O ;  and  that,  in  the  event  of  the  de- 
fndant's  bankruptcy,  and  the  debt  to  the  banking  company  exceeding  ;f250,  the  company 
Bight  eleet  whidi  part  of  the  account  might  be  secured  by  the  guarantee,  and  might  prove  the 
vlttk  of  the  money  dae  on  anv  securities  against  the  defendant's  estate,  and  tpply  all  the  divi- 
ddids  in  consideration  of  the  debt  berond  the  £2bO,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  only  be  end- 
tied  to  the  benefit  of  any  proof  or  dividend  after  the  company  siionld  have  received  the  full 
tauMnt  owing  to  them,  and  that  the  company  might  recover  the  full  amount  guaranteed  from 
tke  pUntlff ;  that  large  advances  were  made  by  the  banking  eompany,  and  that  they  proved 
tiie  whole  sum*  due  to  them,  and  forced  the  plaintiff  to  pay  the  ;^50  for  which  he  was  security 
to  the  baaken  for  the  bankrupt.  On  demurrer  to  the  r^lieation, — Meld,  that  the  plidntifl's 
debt  was  bamd  by  the  52nd  and  121st  lectiooi  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  6Geo.4,c.l6. 
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1848.  ^  that  the  said  oopartnership  would  make  advances  to  the 
defendant  in  current  account  with  the  said  copartnership^ 
did  undertake  and  agree  to  guarantee  to  the  said  copart- 
nership for  the  time  being,  of  whomsoever  the  same  might 
from  time  to  time  consist,  the  due  and  punctual  payment, 
when  required,  of  all  such  sums  of  money  as  might  have 
been  or  might  be  from  time  to  time  advanced  or  paid  hy 
or  from  the  said  copartnership,  or  which  the  same  copart- 
nership might  have  abeady  paid  or  become  liable  to  pay, 
or  might  thereafter  pay  or  become  liable  to  pay  to,  for,  or 
on  account  of  the  defendant  or  his  order,  or  for  or  on  ac- 
count of  any  dealings  or  transactions  with  or  through  tfny 
of  the  banks  of  the  said  copartnership,  by  reason  of  his 
being  the  drawer,  indorser,  acceptor,  or  negotiator,  of  any 
bill  or  bills,  note  or  notes,  or  other  negotiable  securities, 
or  on  any  other  account  whatsoever,  with  interest,  com- 
mission, and  other  banking  chaiges  upon  such  sums,  and 
that  without  regard  to  any  change  or  alteration  in  the  pro- 
prietary of  or  partners  in  the  said  copartnership,  but  so  as 
the  liability  of  the  plaintiff  should  not,  in  any  event,  exceed 
at  any  one  time  the  sum  of  £250 ;  and  for  the  consideration 
aforesaid,  the  phuntiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant, 
thereby  further  agreed  to  and  with  the  said  copartnership 
as  follows,  (that  is  to  say,)  that  the  sud  guarantee  or  en- 
gagement should  be  considered  as  a  continuing  guarantee^ 
and  should  not  be  withdrawn,  but  should  continue  in  full 
force  until  three  months  after  notice  to  the  manager  of  the 
said  copartnership,  in  Ashton-under-Lyne,  in  writing  un- 
der the  hand  of  the  plaintiff,  of  his,  the  plaintiff's,  intention 
to  discontinue  or  determine  the  same;  and  also  in  the  event 
of  the  bankruptcy  or  insolvency  of  the  defendant^  and  of 
there  then  being  or  thereafi;er  becoming  due  or  payable 
from  or  by  him  to  the  said  copartnership,  as  then  consti- 
tuted, a  larger  sum  than  the  sdd  sum  of  £250,  by  reason 
of  or  upon  any  of  the  matters  or  accounts  aforesaid,  then 
the  said  copartnership  might  elect  and  choose  what  items 
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in  the  acoonnt  between  the  sdd  copartnership  and  the  de-  1848. 
ftndant  should  be  considered  as  secured  by  the  said  gua- 
lantee  of  the  plaintiff,  and  might  prove  the  whole  or  any 
parts  or  part  of  the  monies  which  should  be  then  due  or 
owing  to  them,  or  any  bills,  notes,  or  other  securities,  which 
they  might  then  or  thereafter  hold  against  or  upon  the  es- 
tate of  the  defendant,  and  against  or  upon  the  estate  of  any 
other  person  or  persons  who  might  be  liable  thereto  or 
thereupon,  or  to  or  upon  any  of  them,  and  might  apply, 
take,  and  retain  the  whole  of  the  dividends  or  dividend  to 
be  received  upon  any  such  proofs  or  proof^  in  part  or  full 
satisfaction,  as  the  case  might  be,  of  the  amount  which 
should  be  due  or  owing  to  the  said  copartnership  as  then 
constituted,  over  and  beyond  the  said  sum  of  £250  thereby 
guaranteed ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  only  be  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  any  proof  or  proofs,  dividend  or  dividends, 
to  be  made  as  aforesaid,  after  the  said  copartnership  should 
thereby  or  therewith,  and  by  or  with  the  money  to  be  re- 
covered upon  that  guarantee,  have  received  the  full  amoimt 
which  should  be  due  and  owing  to  them  by  the  defendant 
as  aforesaid;  and  also  that  the  said  copartnership  might 
recover  against  the  plaintiff  to  the  full  extent  or  amount 
of  that  guarantee  or  engagement,  notwithstanding  any  such 
proof  or  proofs  as  aforesaid,  and  notwithstanding  they  might 
hold  or  be  entitied  to  the  benefit  of  any  other  guarantee  or 
guarantees,  or  security  or  securities,  for  the  payment  of  any 
sum  or  sums  of  money  which  were  or  might  become  due 
or  payable  to  them  from  the  defendant.  And  the  contract 
of  guarantee  being  so  made  and  entered  into  by  the  plain- 
tiff, to  wit,  on  &c.,  the  plaintiff  from  thence  until  the 
issuing  of  the  fiat  in  bankruptcy  thereinailer  mentioned, 
at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  forbore  to  withdraw  the 
said  guarantee,  and  suffered  and  permitted  the  same  to 
continue,  and  the  same  did  continue  during  all  that  time 
in  full  force ;  and  that,  afler  the  making  of  the  said  contract 
of  guarantee,  and  before  the  bankruptcy  of  the  defendant, 
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184a  as  thereinafter  mentioned^  to  wit»  on  &c»,  and  on  divers 
other  days  and  times  between  that  day  and  the  said  bank- 
ruptcy, the  Bald  copartnership  made  divers  advances  to  the 
defendant  in  current  account  with  him,  the  defendant,  to  a 
large  amount,  to  wit,  the  amount  of  £5000 ;  that  after- 
wards, and  after  the  making  of  the  said  advances  to  the 
defendant  by  the  stdd  copartnership,  to  wit»  on  &c.,  the 
defendant,  then  being  a  trader  within  and  subject  to  the 
statutes  then  in  force  concerning  bankrupts^  to  wit,  a  paper 
manufacturer,  became  and  was  a  bankrupt  within  the  true 
intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  statutes,  and  thereupon 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &o.,  a  fiat  iu  bankruptcy  was  duly 
and  in  due  form  of  law  issued  against  the  defendant,  under 
and  by  virtue  of  which  sud  fiat  the  defendant  afterwards, 
to  wit,  on  &c,  was  duly  and  in  due  form  of  law  adjudged 
and  declared  to  be  a  bankrupt  accordingly;  that  at  the 
time  of  the  bankruptcy  of  the  defendant,  and  of  the 
issuing  of  the  fiat  agtdnst  him,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  there  had 
become  and  then  was  due  and  payable  from  and  by  the 
defendant  to  the  said  copartnership  as  then  constituted, 
for  and  by  reason  and  in  respect  of  the  said  advances, 
and  the  said  other  matters  and  acoounts  aforesaid  in  the 
said  contract  of  guarantee  mentioned,  a  laxge  sum  of 
money,  exceeding  the  said  sum  of  £250,  to  wit,  the  sum  of 
£5000,  whereof  the  defendant  then,  and  at  the  lime  of  the 
making  of  the  contract  and  promise  of  the  defendant  there- 
inafter mentioned,  had  notice.  And  the  said  sum  of  money 
being  and  continuing  due  and  payable  ftom  the  defendant 
to  the  said  copartnership  after  the  issuing  of  the  said  fiat,  to 
wit,  on  &&,  the  defendant,  by  a  certain  contract  then  made 
in  writing,  and  signed  by  him  according  to  the  statute  in 
such  cases  made  and  provided,  in  consideration  of  the  pre- 
mises, promised  the  plaintifi^,  that  if  the  plaintifi*,  upon  and 
by  virtue  of  the  said  contract  of  guarantee,  and  according 
to  the  terms  thereof,  should  be  called  upon  and  forced  and 
obliged  by  the  said  copartnership  to  pay  to  them,  and  should 
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tod  did  pay  to  them,  the  said  sum  of  £250^  be,  the  defend*  ^^^ 
ant,  would  repay  the  same  to  the  pluntiff,  when  it  should 
be  in  his  power  so  to  do,  notwithstanding  he^  the  defendant, 
should  previously  have  obtuned  his  certificate  under  the 
said  bankruptcy;  and  also  that  the  defendant  would 
pay  on  request  to  the  plaintiff  interest  upon  the  said  sum 
of  £250,  or  so  much  thereof  as  should  irom  time  to  time 
remain  and  continue  unrepaid  to  the  plaintiff  for  and  during 
such  time  after  the  payment  thereof  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
said  copartnership,  as  the  same  or  any  part  thereof  should 
so  remain  and  continue  imrepaid  to  the  plaintiff.  And  the 
plaintiff  further  says,  that  the  siud  sum  of  money  being  and 
continuing  due  and  payable  from  the  defendant  to  the  said 
copartnership  after  the  issuing  of  the  said  fiat,  to  wit,  on 
&a,  the  said  copartnership,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  con- 
tract of  guarantee,  and  upon  the  terms  thereof,  proved  the 
whole  of  the  said  sum  of  money  so  then  due  and  payable  to 
them  from  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  against  the  estate  of 
the  defendant,  and  afterwards,  and  before  the  payment  by 
the  plaintiff  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  the 
whole  estate  of  the  defendant  was  divided  under  the  said 
bankruptcy,  and  upon  that  division,  the  said  copartnership, 
in  pursuance  of  the  said  contract  of  guarantee,  and  upon  the 
t^rms  thereof  received  the  whole  of  the  dividends  of  the 
said  estate  upon  the  said  proof  so  made  by  them  as  afore* 
said,  and  applied,  took,  and  retained  the  same  towards  pay- 
ment and  satisfaction  of  the  said  sum  of  money  so  due  and 
payable  to  them  from  the  defendant  as  aforesaid;  and 
thaty  aftar  such  application  and  retention  of  the  said  divi- 
dends by  the  said  copartnership,  in  reduction  of  the  said  sum 
so  due  and  owing  to  the  said  copartnership,  and  by  them 
proved  against  the  estate  of  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  and 
after  recovery  by  the  said  copartnership  of  so  much  of  the 
same  sum  as  could  be  recovered  upon  or  from  the  estate  of 
any  other  person  liable  thereto,  or  upon  or  from  any  other 
goarantee  or  security,  or  any  otherwise,  there  remained  of 
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1848.  the  said  sum  a  certain  balance  or  residue  over  and  aboYe  the 
amount  of  the  said  dividends  and  other  monies  so  recovered 
and  applied  as  aforesaid^  and  which  the  same  were  insuffi- 
cient to  satisfy^  and  did  not  satisfy^  greatlj  exceeding  the 
Biud  sum  of  £250,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  £1000;  and  thereupon 
afterwards,  and  after  the  making  of  the  said  contract  in 
writing  of  the  defendant,  to  wit,  on  &a,  the  said  balance  or 
residue  of  the  siud  sum  of  money  so  being  and  remaining 
wholly  due  and  unsatisfied  to  the  said  copartnership,  the 
said  copartnership,  being  then  lawftdly  entitled  so  to  do, 
did,  upon  and  by  virtue  of  the  sud  contract  of  guarantee, 
and  according  to  the  terms  thereof,  call  upon,  and  force  and 
oblige  the  plaintiff  to  pay,  and  the  plaintiff  did  accordingly 
pay  to  the  siud  copartnership  the  said  sum  of  £250,  where- 
of the  defendant  then  had  notice :  that,  although  afterwards 
and  afl;er  the  said  payment  by  the  plaintiff,  to  wit,  on  &c^ 
the  defendant,  in  part  of  the  performance  of  his  said  con- 
tract and  promise  in  that  behalf,  repaid  to  the  plaintiff  a 
certain  part»  to  wit,  the  sum  of  £50,  of  the  said  sum  of 
£250  so  paid  by  the  phuntiff  to  the  said  copartnership  as 
aforesaid,  and  although  afterM,'ards,  and  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  &c,  it  was,  and  from 
thence  hitherto  has  been  and  still  is  in  the  power  of  the 
defendant  to  repay,  and  the  defendant  was  then  and  often 
times  aftenvards  requested  by  the  plaintiff  to  repay,  and 
ought  then  to  have  repaid  to  him,  the  said  plaintiff,  the  re- 
sidue of  the  said  sum  of  £250,  to  wit^  the  sum  of  £200,  ac- 
cording to  his  contract  and  promise  in  that  behalf,  yet  the 
said  defendant,  not.regarding  his  said  contract  and  promise, 
has  not  as  yet  repaid  to  the  said  plaintiff  the  said  residue  or 
any  part  thereof,  &c. — The  declaration  then  alleged  that 
52/.  As,  was  due  for  interest  upon  the  sum  so  paid  by  the 
plaintiff,  yet  the  defendant  had  not  paid  the  same. 

The  declaration  also  contained  counts  for  money  paid, 
and  money  due  on  an  account  stated. 

To  the  first  count  there  was  a  plea,  stating  that  the  pro- 
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inise  was  made  before  certificate,  which  plea  being  specially        1848. 
demurred  to,  the  defendant  abandoned  the  plea,  and  relied 
on  objections  to  the  declaration. 

Ninth  plea :  to  the  second  count,  and  so  much  of  the  last 
count  as  relates  to  the  £250,  that,  before  the  time  of  the 
pajing  of  the  said  sum  of  £250  by  the  plaintiff,  and  from 
thence  imtil  the  issuing  of  the  fiat  in  bankruptcy  herein- 
ailer  mentioned,  the  defendant  was  a  dealer  and  trader,  &c. 
[The  plea  then  stated  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  the 
act  of  bankruptcy,  the  issuing  of  the  fiat,  the  adjudication 
that  the  defendant  had  become  bankrupt,  the  notice  thereof 
in  the  Guzette,  the  surrender  and  examination  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  allowance  of  his  certificate  before  the  commencement 
of  the  suit.  It  then  alleged  that  the  sum  of  £250,  parcel  of 
the  sum  in  the  second  count,  was  money  paid  by  the  plain- 
tiff in  discharge  of  a  certain  debt  of  the  defendant,  due  to 
"  The  Ashton,  Stalybridge,  and  Glossop  Bank,"  and  that 
the  sum  of  £250,  parcel  of  the  sum  in  tiie  last  count,  was 
the  same  identical  sum  of  £250  in  the  second  count  men- 
tioned to  have  been  paid  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  defendant, 
and  that  the  account  was  stated  of  and  concerning  the  said 
sum  of  £250.]  And  the  defendant  further  saith,  that  the 
debt  so  due  to  ''The  Ashton,  Stalybridge,  and  Glossop 
Bank,"  was  a  debt  of  the  defendant,  to  and  for  which  the 
plaintiff  had  become  and  was  Uable  before  the  defendant 
became  a  bankrupt,  and  before  the  issuing  of  the  sud  fiat, 
to  wit,  on  &c,  and  to  and  for  which  debt  the  plaintiff  be- 
came and  was  Uable,  and  remained  and  continued  so  liable 
up  to  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy  of  the  defendant,  and  of 
the  issuing  of  the  fiat  against  him;  that  the  plaintiff,  so 
being  and  remaining  liable  to  the  said  debt  of  the  bankrupt, 
as  aforesaid,  after  the  issuing  of  the  said  fiat,  to  wit,  on  &o., 
in  respect  of  his  said  liability  as  aforesaid,  paid  and  dis- 
charged the  same  debt  to  the  sud  copartnership  without 
any  request  from  the  defendant,  save  and  except  the  request 
supposed  to  arise  by  him  from  the  premises  in  this  plea 
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1848.^  mentioned,  which  is  the  request  in  the  seoond  count  men- 
tioned; that  the  plaintiff,  when  he  became  liable  aa  afore- 
said,  had  not  notice  of  any  act  of  bankruptcy  by  the  defend- 
ant committed;  and  that  the  payment  bo  made  by  the  pliuntiff 
to  the  said  copartnership  is  the -same  payment  so  made  by 
him  as  in  the  second  count  mentioned.    Verification. 

Replication. — That  the  liability  of  the  plaintiff  for  and  in 
respect  of  the  said  debt  of  £250,  due  from  the  defendant  to 
the  copartnership  of  persons  in  the  last  plea  mentioned,  and 
in  discharge  of  which  liability  the  plaintiff,  after  the  issuing 
of  the  said  fiat  in  bankruptcy,  paid  the  said  debt  to  the  said 
copartnership,  as  in  that  plea  mentioned,  was  contracted  and 
arose  in  manner  and  form  following,  and  not  otherwise,  (that 
is  to  say),  by  the  plaintiff,  before  the  bankruptcy  of  the  de- 
fendant and  before  the  issuing  of  the  said  fiat,  to  wit,  on 
&C.,  for  the  benefit  and  accommodation  of  the  defendant, 
and  at  his  special  instance  and  request,  making  and  duly 
signing,  according  to  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pro- 
vided, a  certain  contract  of  guarantee  in  writing  to  and  with 
the  said  copartnership,  whereby,  in  consideration  that  the 
said  copartnership  would  make  advances  to  the  defendant  in 
current  account  with  the  said  copartnership,  the  plaintiff 
did  undertake  and  agree  to  guarantee  to  the  said  copartner- 
ship, &c.     [The  replication  set  out  the  guarantee  verbatim  as 
in  the  first  count,  and  stated,  in  the  same  terms,  that  it  conti- 
nued in  force  until  the  issuing  of  the  fiat,  that  the  copartner- 
ship made  advances  to  the  defendant,  and  that  afterwards 
the  defendant  became  bankrupt,  and  a  fiat  issued.]    And 
the  plaintiff  farther  says,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  said  bank- 
ruptcy and  of  the  issuing  of  the  said  fiat,  there  had  become 
and  then  was  due  and  payable  from  and  by  the  defendant 
to  the  said  copartnership  as  then  constituted,  for  and  by 
reason  and  in  respect  of  the  said  advances  and  the  said  other 
matters  and  accounts  in  the  said  contract  of  guarantee  men- 
tioned, a  large  sum  of  money,  greatiy  exceeding  the  said  sum 
of  £260,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  £5000;  and  the  said  sum  of 
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maaej  being  and  continuing  due  and  payable  from  the  1848. 
defendant  to  the  said  copartnership  after  the  issuing  of  the 
said  fiat,  and  after  the  defendant  was  so  adjudged  a  bankrupt 
88  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  &c,  the  said  copartnership,  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  said  contract  of  guarantee  and  upon  the  terms 
thereof,  proved  the  whole  of  the  said  sum  so  then  due  and 
payable  from  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  against  the  estate 
of  the  defendant,  and  afterwards,  and  before  the  payment 
by  the  plaintiff  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  the 
whole  estate  of  the  defendant  was  divided  under  the  said 
bankruptcy,  and  upon  that  division,  the  sud  copartnership, 
in  pursuance  of  the  said  contract  of  guarantee,  and  upon  the 
terms  thereof^  reodved  the  whole  of  the  dividends  of  the 
Bsid  estate  upon  the  said  proof  so  made  by  them  as  afore- 
said, and,  as  they  were  lawfully  entitled  to  do  under  and  by 
virtue  of  the  said  contract  of  guarantee,  applied,  took,  and 
retained  the  same  towards  payment  and  satisfaction  of  the 
said  sum  of  money  so  due  and  payable  to  them  from  the  de- 
fendant as  aforesaid ;  that,  after  such  application  and  reten- 
tion of  the  said  dividends  by  the  said  copartnership  in  re- 
duction of  the  said  sum  of  money  so  due  and  owing  to  the 
said  copartnership,  and  by  them  proved  against  the  estate 
of  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  and  after  the  recovery  and 
application  by  the  said  copartnership,  in  further  reduction 
of  the  aame  sum,  of  all  such  other  monies  applicable  to  the 
payment  thereof  as  could  be  recovered  upon  or  from  the 
estate  of  any  other  person  liable  thereto,  or  upon  or  from 
any  other  guarantee  or  security,  or  otherwise,  there  re*^ 
mained  of  the  said  sum  a  certidn  balance  or  residue  over 
and  above  the  amount  of  the  said  dividends  and  other  mo- 
nies so  recovered  and  applied  as  aforesaid,  and  which  the 
flame  were  insufficient  to  satisfy,  and  did  not  satisfy,  greatly 
exceeding  the  said  sum  of  £250,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  £1000, 
and  the  said  balance  being  and  remaining  wholly  due  and 
unsatisfied  to  the  said  copartnership,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on 
&c,  the  said  copartnership,  being  then  lawfully  entitled  so 
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1848.  ^  to  doj  did^  upon  and  hj  virtue  of  the  said  contract  of  gua- 
rantee, and  according  to  the  terms  thereof,  call  upon  and 
force  and  oblige  the  plaintiff  to  pay,  and  the  pbuntiff  did 
then  accordingly  pay,  to  the  sud  copartnership  the  said  sum 
of  £250,  parcel  of  the  said  balance  or  residue,  being  the 
same  sum  of  £250,  parcel  &c.,  in  the  introductory  part  of 
the  last  plea  mentioned,  and  the  said  payment  of  the  said 
sum  of  £250,  parcel  &c,  being  the  same  payment  thereof 
by  the  plaintiff  in  the  second  count  of  the  declaration  and 
last  plea  respectively  mentioned;  that,  at  the  issuing  of  the 
said  fiat,  the  plaintiff  had  not  become  nor  was  he  liable  for 
the  sidd  debt  of  £250  of  the  defendant,  except  or  otherwise 
than  as  in  this  replication  mentioned ;  and  the  plaintiff  never 
was  at  any  time  entitled  to  prove  for  the  said  last-mentioned 
debt,  under  the  said  fiat,  against  the  estate  of  the  defendant, 
or  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  said  copartnership  in  respect 
of  their  said  proof  of  the  said  debt.     Verification. 

General  demurrer,  and  joinder. — ^The  defendant's  point 
was,  that  the  replication  does  not  shew  that  the  plaintiff 
might  not  have  proved  against  the  bankrupt's  estate  for 
the  amount  for  which  he  was  surety,  and  does  not,  there- 
fore, avoid  the  effect  of  the  certificate. 

In  last  Michaelmas  Vacation,  (December  1),  Maynard 
argued  for  the  plaintiff. — The  declaration  is  good  on 
general  demurrer.  There  is  no  difference  between  a 
promise  of  this  nature  made  by  a  bankrupt  before  cer- 
tificate, and  one  made  afler:  Kirkpatrick  v.  Tatter^ 
8aU(a).  [Parkey  B. — Assuming  that  to  be  so,  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  you  can  extend  to  a  contingent  liability  the 
same  doctrine  which  applies  to  an  existing  debt  which  would 
be  barred  by  a  certificate  ?]  The  principle  is  the  same.  A 
promise  to  pay  upon  a  contingency  becomes,  when  the  con- 
tingency happens,  on  absolute  promise  to  pay  on  request : 

(o)  13  M.  &  W.  766. 
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Bumplurafs  v.  Janes  (a).  But  the  plaintiff  is  not  driven  to 
rely  on  the  new  promise.  It  is  true  that  this  count  does 
not  in  terms  allege  a  promise  to  pay  on  request,  but  it 
shews  upon  the  face  of  it  a  subsisting  liability  to  repay 
the  phuntiff  on  request,  inasmuch  as  it  appears  that  the 
money  has  been  paid  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  defendant,  at 
the  defendant's  request.  For  that  reason,  the  omission  of 
a  promise  to  pay  on  request  does  not  render  the  count 
bad :  Brown  v.  Boorman  (i).  It  is  different  from  the 
case  of  Hayter  v.  Moat{c) ;  for  there  the  declaration  did  not 
state  that  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  pay  on  request, 
bat  left  it  doubtful  whether  the  debt  allied  might  not  be 
a  debitun^  in  prsesenti  solvendum  in  future.  Here  it  ap- 
pears that  the  defendant  would  at  all  events  be  liable  to 
repay  the  plaintiff  on  request,  if  he  had  not  obtained  his 
certificate ;  but  it  will  be  contended  that  the  promise  de- 
clared on  is  a  promise  to  pay  when  able;  and  the  liability 
of  the  plaintiff  to  pay  the  defendant's  debt  to  the  bank, 
bdng  an  executed  consideration,  could  not  be  made  the  con- 
sideration for  any  promise  which  the  law  would  not  imply 
from  it.  But  the  promise  of  the  defendant  subsisting  at  the 
time  the  new  promise  was  made,  was  founded  on  a  consi- 
deration merely  executory ^  and  might,  before  breach,  have 
been  rescinded  by  mutual  consent,  and  a  new  one  substi- 
tuted: Taylors.  Hilary  {dy  If  the  count  had  alleged  that  in 
consideration  of  the  plaintiff,  at  the  defendant's  request, 
haoing  agreed  to  pay  the  bank,  the  defendant  promised  to 
repay  him,  such,  no  doubt,  would  have  constituted  an  exe- 
cutory contract :  Tanner  v.  Moore  (e),  Payne  v.  WUhon  (/). 
The  original  implied  contract  between  die  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant was  in  effect  the  same ;  it  was,  in  consideration  of 
there  being  a  continuing  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  pay  the  bank,  the  defendant  promised  to  repay  him 
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1848.^  on  request :  that  is  an  executory^  not  an  executed  considera- 
tion^ — a  promise  of  which  there  could  be  no  breach  until 
after  the  plaintiff  had  paid  the  bank.  It  might  therefore 
be  rescinded  before  the  plaintiff  had  paid  the  bank,  and  a 
contract  to  pay  when  able  substituted.  It  is  not  like  the 
case  of  a  promise  arising  from  the  executed  consideration 
of  an  antecedent  debt,  which  it  is  conceded  will  not  support 
a  promise  to  pay  in  fiituro  founded  on  the  same  considera- 
tion :  Hopkins  y.  Logan  (a).  But  the  promise  to  pay  when 
able  applies  only  to  the  event  of  the  certificate  being  ob- 
tained, and  does  not  supersede  the  liability  to  pay  on  re- 
quest, except  in  that  event.  For  such  a  promise  the  con- 
sideration is  sufficient,  though  it  be  an  executed  considera- 
tion. In  the  case  of  a  promise  subsisting  on  an  executed 
consideration  to  pay  on  request,  there  may  be  a  new  valid 
promise  to  pay,  notwithstanding  the  debtor's  original  liabi- 
lity is  extinguished  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  or  a  cer- 
tificate in  bankruptcy :  Hawkes  v.  Scmders  (ft).  In  a  note 
to  the  case  of  fVennaUY.  Abney  (c),  the  rule  is  thus  stated: — 
*^  An  express  promise,  as  it  should  seem,  can  only  revive 
a  precedent  good  consideration,  which  might  have  been 
enforced  at  law  through  the  medium  of  an  implied  promise, 
had  it  not  been  suspended  by  some  positive  rule  of  law,  but 
<»n  give  no  ori^nal  right  of  action,  if  the  obligation  on 
which  it  is  founded  never  could  have  been  enforced  at  law, 
though  not  barred  by  any  legal  maxim  or  statute  provision.* 
Following  out  the  principle  there  laid  down,  it  is  held  that 
the  same  consideration  may,  before  the  statute  has  run 
against  the  original  implied  promise,  or  before  it  is  barred 
by  the  certificate  in  bankruptcy,  be  made  the  foundation 
of  a  new  express  promise  to  pay  on  request  after  the  statute 
has  run  or  the  certificate  been  obtained ;  and  why  should 
it  not  be  equaSy  a  good  consideration  to  pay  after  those 


(«)  5  M.  &  W.  241.  {h)  Cowp.  290. 

(c)  3  Bos.  &  P.  252. 
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eveiits  when  the  debtor  shall  be  able  ?  The  first  count, 
thertfore,  shews  that  the  defendant  is  liable  at  all  events  by 
virtue  of  his  original  liability,  if  he  has  not  obtained  his 
certificate,  and  by  virtue  of  a  new  valid  promise  if  he  hM 
obtained  his  certificate. — Another  objection  to  the  de* 
dantion  ifi,  that  the  consideration  alleged  does  not  support 
tbe  promise  to  pay  interest  If  that  part  of  the  promise  be 
invalid,  it  does  not  vitiate  the  other,  which  relates  to  the  prin* 
dpal,  bat  the  good  part  may  be  separated  from  the  bad: 
Wbml  V.  Beiuum{a)y  MaUim  v.  May{h).  It  is  submitted, 
however,  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  promise  so  far  as 
itidatee  even  to  interest.  If  the  origbud  contract  was 
execatoij,  the  new  promise  might  well  include  a  promise 
to  pay  interest  There  is  no  authority  that  a  subsisting 
liability  to  pay  the  debt  of  another  is  not  asuffident  consi** 
deration  for  a  promise  by  the  debtor  to  pay  interest  to  the 
party  liable  as  surety  after  payment  by  him.  Indeed  the 
law    in  many  eaaes  will  imply  this   promise  firom  for- 


1848. 


The  question  which  arises  on  the  demurrer  to  the  replica* 
tion  is,  whether,  under  the  circumstances  therein  stated,  the 
plainlaff's  debt  was  barred  by  the  6  Gea  4,  c.  16,  ss.  52  (c), 


(a)  2C.&J.  94;  2Tyrw.03. 

{b)  11  M.  &  W.  663. 

(c)  Enacts,^ That  any  person 
who,  at  the  issning  the  com- 
miflrion,  shall  he  surety  or  liable 
for  any  deht  of  the  bankrupt,  or 
Uil  for  the  bankrupt,  either  to 
the  sheriff  or  to  the  action,  if  he 
flhall  hare  pud  the  debt,  or  any 
part  thereof  in  dischaige  of  the 
whole  debt,  (although  he  may 
hare  paid  the  same  after  the 
commission  issued),  if  the  cre- 
ditor shall  have  prored  his  debt 
under  the  commission,  shall  be 
entitled  to  stand  in  the  place 
of  sach  creditor  as  to  the  divi- 


dends and  all  other  rights  under 
the  said  commission  which  such 
creditor  possessed  or  would  be 
entitled  to  in  respect  of  such 
proof;  or,  if  the  creditor  shall 
not  have  proved  under  the  com- 
mission, such  surety  or  person 
liable,  or  bail,  shall  be  entitled  to 
prove  his  demand  in  respect  of 
such  payment  as  a  debt  under 
the  commission,  not  disturbing 
the  former  dividends,  and  may 
receive  dividends  with  the  other 
creditors,  although  he  may  have 
become  surety,  liable,  or  bail  ss 
aforesaid,  after  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy committed  by  such  bank- 
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1 2 1  (a).  The  case  of  Jackson  v.  Magee  (V)  will  be  relied  upon 
by  the  other  side.  That  was  an  action  for  money  paid^  to  which 
the  defendant  pleaded  his  bankruptcy  and  certificate,  and  that 
the  money  was  piud  for  a  debt  of  the  defendant  for  which 
the  pluntiff  was  surety ;  that  the  debt  was  due,  and  the 
plaintiff  liable  for  it,  before  the  bankruptcy ;  and  that  the 
money  was  paid  without  any  request  from  the  defendant, 
except  such  as  might  legally  arise  from  the  premises ;  and 
that  the  surety  had  not,  when  he  became  liable,  notice  of  any 
act  of  bankruptcy.  To  that  the  plaintiff  replied,  that,  before 
the  payment,  the  defendant  had  obtained  his  certificate,  and  a 
final  dividend  had  been  made,  and  that  there  was  not  at  any 
time  any  debt  in  respect  of  the  payment  of  which  the  plain- 
tiff could  have  proved  and  received  a  dividend.  On  de- 
murrer to  tiie  replication,  it  was  held  that  the  certificate  was 
a  discharge  from  the  claim,  as  the  principal  creditor  might 
have  proved,  and,  if  he  had,  the  plaintiff  would  have  been 
entitied  to  the  benefit  of  that  proof,  either  in  reduction  of 
his  liability  to  the  creditor,  if  the  creditor  received  the  divi- 
dends, or  by  receiving  the  dividends  himself  if  he  pud  the 
whole  debt  to  the  creditor ;  or  the  pMntiff  might  have  paid 
the  debt  at  once  to  the  creditor,  and  have  himself  proved 


nipt :  provided  that  sach  person 
had  not,  when  he  became  such 
surety  or  bail,  or  so  Uable  as 
aforesaid,  notice  of  any  act  of 
bankruptcy  by  such  bankrupt 
committed." 

{a)  Enacts, "  That  every  bank- 
rupt who  shall  have  duly  sur- 
rendered, and  in  all  things  con- 
formed himself  to  the  laws  in 
force  concerning  bankrupts  at 
the  time  of  issuing  the  commis- 
fuon  against  him,  shall  be  dis- 
charged from  all  debts  due  by 
him  when  he  became  bankrupt, 
and  from  all  claims  and  demands 


hereby  made  provable  under  the 
commiasion,  in  case  he  shall  ob- 
tidn  a  certificate  of  such  con- 
formity, 80  signed  and  allowed, 
and  subject  to  such  provisions  as 
hereinafter  directed ;  but  no  such 
certificate  shall  release  or  dis- 
chaige  any  person  who  was  part- 
ner with  such  bankrupt  at  the 
time  of  his  bankruptcy,  or  who 
was  then  jointly  bound  or  had 
made  any  joint  contract  with 
such  bankrupt." 

(b)  3  Q.  B.  48;  2  G.  &  D. 
402. 
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before  any  dividend  was  declared ;  or,  if  the  creditor  would  ^  1848. 
not  take  the  debt,  the  phuntiff  might  have  compelled  him  to 
prove  for  the  plaintiff's  benefit  But  that  case  is  distin-, 
guishable,  inasmuch  as  there  the  surety  might  have  proved 
and  did  not;  here,  however,  by  the  terms  of  the  guarantee,  to 
which  the  defendant  must  be  taken  to  be  privy,  (for  it  is  aver- 
red  to  be  made  at  his  request,)  it  is'stipulated  that  the  debt 
diould  not  be  proved  by  the  surety.  The  case  of  Ex  parte 
Hope  {a)  shews,  that  under  such  circumstances  the  surety 
could  not  prove.  There  is  nothing  contrary  to  the  poUcy  of 
the  bankrupt  law  in  allowing  a  person  to  contract  a  debt 
upon  the  terms  that  he  shaU  be  liable  notwithstanding  his 
bankruptcy  and  certificate.  The  contract  is,  that  the  bank 
shall  have  the  right  of  proving  the  entire  debt  for  its  own 
benefit,  and  that  the  surety  shall  derive  no  advantage  from 
sadi  prooi^  but  shall  be  liable  to  the  extent  of  £250,  if  so 
much  remains  unpaid ;  the  effect  of  such  a  contract  is,  that 
the  bankrupt  continues  liable  after  his  certificate.  The 
52nd  section  of  the  6  Geo,  4,  c  16,  does  not  render  the 
debt  of  a  surety  necessarily  provable  in  every  case,  but 
it  contemplates  a  debt,  which  the  surety  having  paid  may 
prove. 

AthertcTif  contrd. — First,  the  contract  set  out  in  the  spe- 
dal  count  is  either  a  contract  to  pay  after  certificate,  or  to 
pay  when  able,  before  or  after  certificate.  Such  a  contract 
is  invalid,  as  binding  the  defendant  to  what  he  cannot  per- 
form, namely,  pay  in  full  a  particular  creditor  before  he 
has  obtained  his  certificate,  or  as  being  repugnant  to  the 
general  policy  of  the  bankrupt  law,  which  requires  the 
bankrupt's  estate  to  be  distributed  amongst  his  creditors^ 
— Secondly,  there  is  no  authority  to  shew  that  a  mere  con- 
tract of  guarantee,  entered  into  on  behalf  of  a  party  before 
his  bankruptcy,  is  a  sufficient  conaderation  to  support  a  pro- 

(a)  3  M.,  D,,  &  De  G.  720. 
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1848.  ^  mise  to  indemnify  notwithstanding  a  certificate.  It  is  dif* 
ferent  from  the  case  of  an  existing  debt,  for  there  the  party 
has  had  the  fall  benefit  of  the  contract  which  previously  sub- 
sisted, and  may  well  waive  a  provinon  introduced  for  his 
benefit. — Thirdly,  the  contract  is  founded  on  an  executed 
consideration.  At  the  time  it  was  entered  into,  there  mm 
a  liability  subusting  between  the  defendant  and  the  (Jain- 
tifi^;  for  the  latter  having  become  surety  for  the  former,  the 
law  would  imply  a  liability  that,  in  the  event  of  the  plain- 
tiff at  any  future  time  being  compelled  to  pay  money  under 
the  guarantee,  the  defendant  would  reimburse  him  on  re- 
quest. That  is  not  the  less  an  executed  consideration*  be- 
cause it  points  to  a  future  contingency.  The  defendant 
being  liable  on  a  given  event  forthwith  to  pay  a  sum  of 
money,  makes  an  express  contract,  that,  on  the  recurrence 
of  the  same  event,  he  will  pay  if  he  is  able.  [jParke,  B, — 
A  debt  barred  by  a  certificate  of  bankruptcy,  or  the  Statute 
of  Limitations,  is  a  good  condderation  to  support  a  promise 
to  pay  it]  That  is  a  promise  abidute  to  pay  after  certificate: 
here  there  was  a  condition  attached,  large  enough  to  impose 
the  obligation  of  payment  before  certificate.  It  is  an  ex- 
press promise,  made  on  a  previous  implied  promise  without 
consideration.  A  state  of  facts  from  which  the  law  will  im* 
jdy  a  liability  to  pay  on  a  given  event,  will  not  support  a 
promise  to  pay  when  able. — Fourthly,  the  consideration 
disclosed  in  the  count  is  not  suffident  to  support  the  pro- 
mise to  pay  interest.  It  is  conceded  that  a  contract  may  be 
binding  as  to  certain  terms,  and  also  contain  others  to  which 
the  law  will  give  no  efficacy ;  but  tiiis  contract  is  stated  ac- 
cording to  its  legal  effect,  and,  unless  it  can  be  sustained  to 
its  full  extent,  it  fails  altogether.  It  is  like  the  case  of  a 
parol  promise  to  pay  the  debt  of  another,  and  also  to  do  some 
other  thing,  which  is  one  indivisible  contract,  and  the  plain- 
tiff cannot  recover  on  any  part :  Chaier  v.  Btdnett  (a).     In 

(a)  7  T.  R.  201. 
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fFced  ▼•  Benson  (a)  the  difficully  was  obviated  by  a  count  for  ^848. 
goods  sold  and  delivered,  under  which  it  was  held  that  the 
amount  of  the  valid  portion  of  the  contract  might  be  re- 
covered. Unless  there  is  either  an  express  agreement  by 
the  creditor  to  give  time,  or  a  stipulation  to  that  effect  can 
be  collected  £rom  the  terms  of  the  contract,  a  subsisting 
debt  is  not  a  good  consideration  for  a  promise  to  pay  interest, 
any  more  than  it  would  be  for  a  promise  to  pay  the  debt,  or 
do  any  other  thing.  To  support  one  part  of  this  contract 
without  the  other,  would  be  to  give  to  it  a  legal  effect  dif- 
ferent from  that  which  the  plaintiff  has  stated. 

As  to  the  last  point,  the  question  is,  whether  the  spedal 
terms  of  the  contract  of  suretyship  took  the  case  out  of  the 
52nd  section  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16.  That  section  in  sub- 
stance enacts,  that  if  tiie  creditor  has  proved,  the  surety, 
on  paying  the  creditor,  shall  stand  in  his  place ;  or,  if  the 
creditor  has  not  proved,  the  surety  may  prove,  not  disturb- 
bg  former  dividends.  The  words  of  that  section  are  too 
plain  to  admit  of  doubt.  They  shew  that  the  present  dainx 
was  provable;  and  if  so,  the  spedal  terms  of  the  guarantee 
oould  not  prevent  the  operation  of  the  enactment.  The 
5  &  6  Vict,  c  122,  s.  37,  which  defines  the  effect  of  a  cer- 
tificate, declares  it  a  discharge  from  all  claims  and  demands 
**  made  provable^  The  bankrupt  is  not  to  be  deprived  of 
his  protection,  because  the  surety  thinks  proper  to  agree 
that  he  shall  have  no  benefit  even  if  he  should  prove.  At 
the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the  fiat  the  plaintiff  was  a  surety, 
liable  for  the  debt  of  the  bankrupt;  and  consequently,  on 
paying  the  prindpal  creditor,  was  entitled  to  stand  in  his 
place  if  he  proved,  or,  if  the  creditor  failed  to  prove,  to 
come  in  himself  and  prove.  It  is  immaterial  that  the  de- 
fendant was  privy  to  the  contract  between  his  surety  and 
creditor,  for  the  protection  given  by  certificate  is  a  benefit  of 
which  a  bankrupt  cannot,  by  anticipation,  deprive  himself. 

(a)  2  C.  &  J.  94 ;  2  Tyrw.  93. 
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1848.  If  a  contract  for  the  loan  of  money  contained  an  express 
stipulation  that  no  certificate  in  bankruptcy  should  bar  the 
debt»  the  creditor  being  clearly  entitled  to  prove,  such  stipu- 
lation could  not  deprive  the  bankrupt  of  the  protection  of 
an  express  enactment,  founded  on  an  obvious  public  policy. 

Maynard  replied. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  CJourt  was  now  delivered  by 

Parks,  B. — This  case  was  very  fully  and  ably  argued 
before  my  Brothers  Alderson^  BoIfe,Flatt,  and  myself,  at  the 
sittings  after  last  Michaelmas  Term.  Two  questions  arose, 
the  first,  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  first  count  on  general 
demurrer ;  the  second,  whether  the  pleadings  to  the  second 
count,  which  was  for  money  paid,  disclosed  a  sufficient  de« 
fence.  The  first  count  was,  in  substance,  on  a  promise  in 
writing  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  in  consideration  of 
the  defendant's  liability,  to  repay  the  plaintiff  a  debt  which 
he  had  contracted  with  a  banking  company  as  surety  for 
the  defendant  before  the  bankruptcy;  and  the  promise 
was  made,  before  the  certificate,  to  repay  the  debt  when 
the  plaintiff  should  have  paid  it,  and  also  the  interest  on 
that  debt  from  the  time  it  should  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff 
to  the  time  of  repaying  by  the  defendant.  There  was  a 
plea  stating  that  the  promise  was  before  certificate,  and  a 
special  demurrer  to  the  plea,  on  the  ground  that  it  merely 
stated  what  was  admitted  before  in  the  declaration.  That 
is  true, — and  the  consequence  is,  that  the  question  is  simply 
whether  the  first  count  is  good  on  general  demurrer. 

So  far  as  relates  to  the  objection,  that  the  promise  was 
made  before  the  certificate,  the  case  oi  Kirkpatrick  v.  Tat* 
ieraaU^a)  is  an  answer.  It  may  be  worth  while  to  state, 
that  a  similar  point  had  been  previously  decided  by  Lord 
Chief  Justice  Eyre^  in  the  case  oi  Roberts  v.  Morgan  (b). 

(a)  13  M.  &  W.  766.  (6)  2  Esp.  7S6. 
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The  next  objection  was,  that,  although  an  existing  debt  ^8^- 
which  would  be  barred  by  a  certificate,  and  which  was  due 
by  the  bankrupt  to  the  plaintiff,  was  a  good  consideration 
to  support  a  promise  to  pay  it,  a  mere  liability  to  repay  the 
plaintiff  when  he  should  have  first  paid  the  debt  for  the  de- 
fendant was  not  This  goes  a  step  further  than  the  cases 
above  cited,  but  seems  to  us  to  fiill  within  the  same  priu"* 
caple.  This  liability,  like  the  debt,  would  be  discharged  by 
the  certificate ;  and  it  seems  to  us  as  just  and  reasonable  for 
the  bankrupt,  after  the  fiat,  to  waive  the  benefit  of  his  cer- 
tificate with  respect  to  it,  as  it  is  to  waive  it  with  respect  to 
a  debt;  and  if  the  debt  so  ^scharged  is  a  good  conuderatiion 
for  a  promise  to  pay  it,  the  liability  which  is  discharged  in 
the  same  way  is  a  good  consideration  for  a  promise  to  con- 
tinue liable. 

Two  further  objections  were  made,  on  the  supposition 
that  this  liability  is  to  be  put  on  the  same  footing  as  a  debt, 
and  is  a  good  consideration ;  first,  that  this  debt  or  lia- 
bility, in  a  course  of  being  barred  by  a  certificate,  can^ 
not  be  treated  as  the  executed  consideration  for  a  promise 
which  a  debt  or  liability,  not  barred  by  a  certificate,  would 
not  support,  and  that  by  the  course  of  modem  decisions^ 
beginning  with  the  case  of  Hopkins  v.  Logan  {a\  and 
ending  with  Roscaria  v.  T7iomas(b),  a  debt  cannot  be 
laid  as  an  executed  consideration  for  any  promise  which 
the  law  would  not  imply  from  it ;  and  that  a  promise  to  pay 
whenever  the  party  was  able,  was  never  implied.  The 
second  was,  that  a  promise  to  pay  interest  could  not  be  sup- 
ported by  the  consideration,  and  was  as  objectionable  as  if 
the  promise  had  been  to  do  any  collateral  thing.  We 
think  that  these  objections  ought  not  to  prevail. 

The  strict  rule  of  the  common  law  was  no  doubt  departed 
from  by  Lord  Mansfield^  in  Hawkes  v.  Sanders  (e)  vukA  Atkins 


(a)  5  M.  &  W.  241.  (h)  3  Q.  B.  234. 

(c)  Co^p.  200. 
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ms^  V.  Hill  {a).  The  principle  of  the  rule  laid  down  by  Lord 
Mai^field  is,  that  where  the  consideration  was  originally 
beneficial  to  the  party  promising,  yet  if  he  be  protected 
from  liability  by  some  provision  of  the  statute  or  common 
law,  meant  for  his  advantage,  he  may  renounce  the  benefit 
of  that  law ;  and  if  he  promises  to  pay  the  debt,  which  is 
only  what  an  honest  man  ought  to  do,  he  is  then  bound 
by  the  law  to  perform  it.  There  is  a  very  able  note  to 
the  case  of  Wennall  v.  Abney  (i),  explaining  this  at 
length.  The  instances  given  to  illustrate  the  principle 
are,  amongst  others,  the  case  of  a  debt  barred  by  certificate 
and  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations;  and  the  rule  in  these 
instances  has  been  so  constantly  followed,  that  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  it  is  to  be  considered  as  the  established  law. 
Debts  so  barred  are  unqu^tionably  a  sufficient  considera* 
tion  for  every  promise  absolute  or  unqualified,  qualified 
or  conditional,  to  pay  them.  Promises  to  pay  a  debt  sim* 
ply,  or  by  instalments,  or  when  the  party  is  able,  are  all 
equally  supported  by  the  past  consideration,  and  when  the 
debts  have  become  payable  instanter,  may  be  given  in  evi- 
dence in  the  ordinary  declaration  in  indebitatus  assumpsit* 
So,  when  the  debt  is  not  already  barred  by  the  statute,  a 
promise  to  pay  the  creditor  will  revive  it  and  make  it  a  new 
debt,  and  a  promise  to  an  executor  to  pay  a  debt  due 
to  a  testator,  creates  a  new  debt  to  him.  But  it  does 
not  follow  that,  though  a  promise  revives  the  debt  in 
such  cases,  any  of  those  debts  will  be  a  sufficient  con-* 
sideration  to  support  a  promise  to  do  a  collateral  thing, 
as  to  supply  goods,  or  perform  work  and  labour ;  and  so 
indeed  it  was  held  in  this  count  in  the  case  of  Reeves  y. 
Hearne  (c).  In  such  case  it  is  but  an  accord  unexecuted, 
and  no  action  will  lie  for  not  executing  it. 

We  think,  therefore,  that  the  conditional  promise  to  pay 
the  debt  would  be  good  in  this  case,  and  supported  by  the 

(a)  Cowp.  288.      (b)  3  Bos.  &  P.  2o2.       (c)  1  M.  &  W.  323. 
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original  c<Hirideration;  and  a  conditional  promise^  which,        1848. 
when  abflolut^y  wiU  be  only  a  renewal  of  the  original  lia* 
bility^  and  to  the  same  extent^  is  equally  good  and  sup- 
ported by  the  original  consideration. 

The  next  objection  relates  to  the  interest.  It  seems  to 
UB  to  be  supported  by  the  same  consideration  as  the  original 
promise.  The  promise  is  to  pay  the  debt  conditionally; 
andy  if  the  debt  be  unpud,  that  the  defendant  will  pay  in- 
terest for  it*  We  are  of  opinion^  therefore5  that  the  first 
oomit  isgood* 

The  remaining  question  is,  whether  on  the  pleadings 
there  is  a  sufficient  aoower  to  the  second  and  third  counts 
for  money  paid,  and  on  an  account  stated  to  the  amount  of 
£250.  The  ninth  plea,  which  is  pleaded  to  this  part  of  the 
plaintiff's  demand,  states  that  the  £250  was  paid  after 
the  fiat,  on  account  of  a  debt  due  from  the  defendant  to  a 
hanking  company,  for  which  the  plaintiff  was  Uable  to  the 
company.  To  this  there  is  a  repUcation,  stating  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  liability  to  the  debt  was  contracted ;  that 
is,  by  the  plaintiff  fflgning  a  guarantee  for  the  defendant 
at  his  request,  before  the  fiat,  to  the  banking  company  for 
Us  account*  the  liability  not  to  exceed  £250,  upon  an  agree- 
ment that,  in  the  event  of  bankruptcy,  and  the  debt  to  the 
bankers  exceeding  £250,  the  company  might  elect  what 
part  of  the  account  might  be  secured  by  the  guaran- 
tee, and  might  prove  the  whole  monies  due  on  any  se- 
cmities  against  the  defendant's  estate,  and  apply  all  the 
dividends  in  satisfaction  of  the  debt  beyond  the  £250, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  should  only  be  entitled  to  the  benefit 
of  any  proof  or  dividend  after  the  company  should  have  re- 
ceived the  full  amount  owing  to  them,  and  that  the  com- 
pany  might  recover  the  fdl  amount  of  the  guarantee  from 
the  plaintiff.  The  replication  then  states  large  advances 
made  by  the  banking  company  to  the  defendant;  it  then 
alleges  that  the  banking  company  proved  the  whole  sum 
due  to  them,  and  forced  the  plaintiff  to  pay  the  £250  for 
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^848.  wlich  he  was  security  to  the  banking  company.  To  this 
there  is  a  general  demurrer,  and  the  question  argued  was, 
whether,  under  these  circumstances,  the  plaintiff's  debt  was 
barred  by  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  ss.  52, 121. 

It  is  dear  that  the  plaintiff  was,  at  the  date  of  the  fiat, 
a  surety  or  person  liable  for  the  debt  of  the  bankrupt,  and, 
though  he  did  not  prove,  he  would  have  been  barred :  see 
the  case  of  Jackson  y.  Magee  (a).  But  it  was  argued  that 
the  bankrupt  must  be  taken  to  have  been  privy  to  the  terms 
of  the  guarantee,  and  to  have  assented  that  the  debt  should 
not  be  proved,  and,  consequently,  to  have  waived  the  be- 
nefit of  his  certificate  as  to  that  debt.  So  much  of  the 
agreement  as  is  set  out  in  the  repUcation  to  the  ninth  plea 
does  not  warrant  that  inference,  and  the  residue  which  ap- 
pears in  the  declaration  does ;  but  the  effect  of  that  agree- 
ment, as  stated  in  the  replication,  is  no  more  than  this,  that 
the  plaintiff,  being  entitled  to  prove,  or  stand  in  the  place  of 
the  banking  company  quoad  the  £250,  gave  up  that  benefit 
to  the  company.  It  seems  to  us  that  the  defendant  is, 
nevertheless,  fully  entitled  to  be  discharged  firom  it  by  his 
certificate. 

Our  judgment,  therefore,  will  be  for  the  plaintiff  on  the 
first  count,  for  the  defendant  on  the  demurrer  to  the  re- 
plication to  the  ninth  plea  to  the  second  coimt 

Judgment  accordingly, 
(a)  3  Q.  B.  48 ;  2  G.  &  D.  402. 
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1848. 


LocKETT  and  Another  v.  Nicklin.  Fd>.  12. 

X/£BT  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.     Plea,  nunquam  The  defendant 

•    1  V  ••    .  ordered  goods 

indebitatus.  by  letter,  which 

At  the  trial,  before  PatUaon,  J.,  at  the  Summer  Assizes  ^^  ^  mention 

any  nme  for 

for  Suffolk,  1847,  it  appeared  from  the  pbdntiffs'  evidence  payment.  The 
that  they  were  patent  grease  manufacturers  at  Norwich,  the  gooda  and 


an  inroice  :— 


u 


and  that  on  the  24th  December,  1846,  the  defendant,  who  ^^  ^^ 
was  an  ironmonger  at  Wolverhampton,  sent  to  them  the  P*~^  f^?"?^ 

°  '-  was  admissible 

fdlowing  order : —  to  shew  that 

the  goods  were 
supplied  on 

Wolverhampton,  Staffordshire,      SSr 'n^ 'being 

Dec  24,  1846.  *  ▼■Kd  contract 

within  the  Sta- 

"  Messrs.  Lockett  &  Co.,  *«*•  o^  Ywa^. 

^  For  T.  B.  Nicklin  &  Co.,  two  casks  railway  grease, 
stiff,  marked  (488)  on  each  cask,  about  10  or  12  cwt. 
each,  105. ;  one  cask  10  cwt.,  marked  (H.) 

**  Let  these  be  sent  to  Mr.  Ebbem  &  Co.,  7,  Paddington 
Wharf,  London,  to  our  order ;  invoice,  per  post,  early  as 
possible,  and  if  approved,  as  I  told  Mr.  Lockett,  will  give 
you  further  orders.  Let  no  other  mark  be  on  the  casks, 
but  the  above  in  red  paint 

**  Send  us  a  full  priced  list  of  all  goods  you  get  up  on 
sale." 

The  goods  were  accordingly  forwarded  to  the  defendant, 
and  the  foUowing  invoice  sent  by  post: — 
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i^^  "  Norwich,  Dec  28,  1846. 

"  Messrs.  Nicklin  &  Co., 

"  Bought  of  W.  Lockett  &  Co., 
Patent  Grease  Makers,  Foundry  Wharf^  Norwich, 
And  Tanner's  Lane,  Ipswich. 

*'BL 
2  Pun.  Pat  Railway  Grease, 
Marked,  N.  (488)  1  . .  16     2    0  —  1     2  24 
N.  (488)  2  .  .  16     1  23  —  1     2  24 
1  Marked     N.   (H.)  14    0    0  —  1     2    0 

46     3  23        4    3  20 
Fare  .    .      4    3  20      


42    0    3  a  IQs.  £21    0   4 


"  Carriage  paid  to  London. 
'*  To  be  left  at  W.  Ebbem  &  Co.*s,  7,  Paddington  Wharf.** 

Similar  orders  were  given  by  the  defendant  on  the  30th 
December,  1846,  and  2l8t  January,  1847,  and  goods  were 
accordingly  forwarded  and  invoices  sent.  On  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  parol  evidence  was  tendered  to  prove  that 
the  terms  on  which  the  defendant  gave  the  orders  were  six 
months'  ciedit»  and  a  bill  at  three  months.  This  evidence 
was  objected  to,  as  varying  the  written  contract.  The 
learned  judge  ruled  that  the  evidence  was  admissible,  not 
for  the  purpose  of  varying  the  contract,  but  of  supplying 
the  omission  in  the  written  docimient  as  to  the  time  of 
payment ;  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  defendant,  leave 
being  reserved  for  the  phdntiffi  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict 
for  them. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  accordingly, 

Fitzpairick  (ByleSy  Serjt,  with  him)  shewed  cause. — 
Parol  evidence  was  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  proving 
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that  the  time  of  credit  had  not  expired.  The  reason  as-  1848. 
signed  by  Lord  Cohe  against  admitting  parol  evidence  to 
contradict  the  terms  of  a  deed  is,  that  ''  it  would  be  incon* 
venient  that  matters  in  writing,  made  on  consideration, 
and  which  finally  import  the  certain  truth  of  the  agreement 
of  the  parties,  should  be  proved  by  the  uncertain  testimony 
of  slippery  memory:*  Countess  of  Rutlandts  eaie{a)\  2  PhiL 
Ev.  357.  Here  the  letters  and  conversation  taken  together 
fomed  the  contract  [Alderson,  B. — Suppose  a  person 
wrote  to  another  proposing  to  deal  with  him  on  six  months' 
credit,  and  the  latter  by  parol  accepted  the  offer,  and  then 
the  former  wrote  another  letter  simply  ordering  goods; 
it  would  be  a  question  for  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  order 
for  the  goods  was  not  an  order  upon  the  previous  terms.] 
Hie  prindple  of  the  decision  in  JEden  v.  Blake{b)  is  ap* 
plicable  to  this  case.  That  was  an  action  to  recover 
6L  9t.  IM,  the  price  of  a  dressing-case  sold  by  auction. 
In  the  printed  catalogue  the  dressing-case  was  described 
as  having  silver  fittings ;  but,  previously  to  the  sale  of  it, 
the  auctioneer  stated  publicly  from  his  box,  and  in  the 
hearing  of  the  defendant,  that  the  catalogue  was  incorrect  • 
m  stating  the  fittings  of  the  dressing-case  to  be  of  silver, 
and  that  it  would  be  sdd  as  having  plated  fittings,  but  no 
alteration  was  made  in  the  catalogue.  Under  these  cir- 
emnstanees,  it  was  held  that  parol  evidence  of  the  statement 
of  the  auctioneer  was  admissible,  since  the  contract  existed 
partly  in  the  printed  particulars  and  partiy  in  the  parol 
statement  of  the  auctioneer.  [Parkey  B. — You  say  there 
would  have  been  no  contract  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds 
osless  there  had  been  an  acceptance  of  part  of  the  goods, 
and  that  the  plaintifis  could  not  have  succeeded  in  an 
action  for  not  receiving  the  goods,  as  the  letter  was  not 
meant  to  be  a  memorandum  of  the  agreement,  but  only  an 
order  for  the  goods.]    Even  assuming  the  contract  to  be 

(a)  5  Rep.  26.  (h)  13  M.  &  W.  614. 
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1848.  contained  in  the  letter,  it  would  still  be  necessary  to  give 
LocKETT  parol  evidence  to  explain  it,  for  there  is  no  statement  of 
NicKLiN.  ^®  ^°^®  when  the  price  is  to  be  paid.  If  it  be  said  that 
the  law  will  implj  payment  within  a  reasonable  time, 
parol  evidence  must  nevertheless  be  given,  in  order  to  shew 
what  is  a  reasonable  time,  with  reference  to  the  custom  of 
the  trade,  or  price  of  the  goods.  The  judgment  of  Parker 
B.,  in  Sutton  v.  Warren  (a),  shews  the  principle  on  which 
extrinsic  evidence  is  admissible  to  annex  incidents  to  writ- 
ten contracts,  namely,  a  presumption  that  the  parties  (Ud 
not  mean  to  express  in  writing  the  whole  of  the  contract 
by  which  they  intended  to  be  bound.  The  case  of  Ford  v. 
Yates  (b)  does  not  apply;  for  there  the  whole  terms  of  the 
contract  were  contained  in  the  written  agreement.  Boson- 
guety  J.,  in  his  judgment  in  that  case,  relies  on  Greaves  v. 
Ashlin  (c),  as  a  decisive  authority  to  shew^that  parol  evidence 
cannot  be  received  to  vary  terms  which  do  appear  on  the 
face  of  the  contract.  In  that  case,  however,  the  agreement 
imported  a  contract  of  absolute  sale,  which  passed  the  pro- 
perty in  the  goods  to  the  purchaser,  and  it  was  sought  by 
•  parol  evidence  to  shew  that  the  sale  was  subject  to  a  con- 
dition. So,  also,  in  Meres  v.  Ansell{d)9  the  parol  evidence 
substantially  altered  the  written  agreement  The  evidence 
in  this  case  does  not  add  to  the  contract  any  term  which 
varies  the  previous  stipulations.  In  EUis  v.  Thompson  (e), 
which  was  an  action  for  not  accepting  goods,  to  which  the 
defendant  pleaded  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  ready  to  deliver 
them  within  a  reasonable  time,  it  was  held  that  the  parol 
representation  of  the  broker,  at  the  time  of  sale,  that  the 
goods  were  ready  for  shipment,  was  admissible  in  evidence. 
Lord  Abinger  says,  "  Suppose  a  man  contracts  to  sell  cer- 
tain goods,  and  the  parties  agree  that  the  goods  shall  be 


(a)  1  M.  &  W.  466.  (c)  3  Camp.  426. 

(b)  2  M.  &  G.  649 ;  2  Scott,         (d)  3  Wils.  275. 

N.  R.  646.  (e)  3  M.  &  W.  446. 


NlCKLIN. 
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conveyed  to  London,  and  nothing  be  said  about  the  time  1848. 
of  delivery,  would  it  not  be  essential  to  ascertain  what  the  Locnrt 
parties  were  contracting  about,  and  whether  anything  was 
said  at  the  lime,  and  whether  the  reasonable  time  not  being 
diewn  by  the  contract  itself  you  could  derive  it  from  other 
sources?^  lAldersoHs  B. — There  the  evidence  was  ^ven 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  what  the  words  '*  rea- 
sonable time^  meant 

(/MaBey  and  Couch,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  order 
and  acceptance  in  writing  of  the  goods  constituted  a  com^ 
[dete  contract,  which  could  not  be  varied  by  parol  evidence. 
[AUkrsan,  B. — An  acceptance  in  writing  is  different  from 
an  acceptance  by  parol ;  the  act  of  receiving  the  goods  may 
be  consistent  with  an  agreement  which  contained  qualified 
tains.]  The  invoice,  which  was  sent  according  to  order, 
amounts  to  an  acceptance  in  writing.  [Alderson,  B. — Sup- 
pose a  person  offers  to  sell  goods  to  another  upon  certain 
terms,  and  the  latter  does  not  then  agree,  but  afterwards 
writes,  merely  directing  the  goods  to  be  sent,  without  men«- 
tioning  any  terms ;  must  not  the  contract  be  considered  as 
made  upon  the  terms  offered?  Or  suppose,  in  this  case, 
instead  of  the  previous  statement  deposed  to  by  the  wit^ 
nenes,  the  plaintiff  had  written  to  the  defendant,  offering 
to  sell  him  goods  on  the  following  terms,  namely,  six  months* 
credit  and  three  months  bill,  and  that  after  the  expiration 
of  the  three  months,  the  defendant  had  sent  a  letter  to  the 
plaintifi^  desiring  him  to  send  other  goods,  without  mention*- 
ing  any  terms,  and  the  pliuntiff  had  then  sent  the  invoice ; 
would  not  the  two  letters  constitute  the  contract?  and  if 
60^  where  is  the  difference  between  the  plaintiff  writing  and 
speaking  the  terms?]  Unless  there  is  something  on  the 
faoe  of  the  writing  which  leads  to  the  inference  that  the 
parties  contracted  with  reference  to  some  previous  terms, 
parol  evidence  must  be  altogether  rejected.  [Parke,  B.-^ 
Where  the  parties  agree  that  a  particular  instrument  shall 

VOL.  n.  H  XXC0. 
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1648^  contain  the  terms  of  the  oontract,  the  rule  clearly  1%  that 
parol  evidence  cannot  be  given  to  add  to  or  diminish  from 
those  terms,  though  it  may  to  annex  inddents,  such  as  the 
custom  of  trader  &c.  Here,  however,  the  letter  of  the  24th 
of  December  refers  to  some  previous  conversation  with  the 
plaintiff.]  The  letter  plainly  indicates  that  payment  is  to 
be  made  on  delivery.  Ford  v.  YaJtts  (a)  is  a  conclusive  au- 
thority to  that  effect  [PorAe,  B. — That  case  is  based  upon 
the  supposition  that  there  was  a  memorandum  entered  into 
by  the  broker  contracting  for  both  parties,  but  it  was  not 
so.  Aldenan,  B. — In  that  case  there  could  have  been  no 
contract,  for  the  memorandum  only  contained  the  name  of 
the  defendant's  agent]  That  decision  proceeded  on  the 
ground  that  the  legal  construction  of  the  memorandum  was, 
that  the  goods  were  to  be  paid  for  on  delivery.  Greaves  v. 
AshUnQf)  is  also  in  point  So,  in  ffilHams  v.  Janes  (c), 
where  an  attorney  entered  into  a  written  agreement  to  take 
into  partnership  a  person  who  had  not  at  that  time  been 
admitted  an  attorney,  and  no  period  was  expressly  fixed  for 
the  commencement  of  the  partnership,  it  was  held,  that  the 
partnerdiip  commenced  from  the  date  of  the  agreement^  and 
that  parol  evidence  was  properly  admitted  to  shew  that  the 
person  taken  into  partnership  was  not  an  attorney  at  the 
time  the  agreement  was  executed,  though  it  could  not  be 
received  to  shew  that  the  agreement  was  not  to  take  effect 
until  he  should  be  duly  admitted,  since  that  would  make  the 
agreement  different  from  what  it  purported  to  be,  namely, 
an  agreement  for  a  present  partnership.  Where  a  contract 
for  the  purchase  and  sale  of  goods  is  silent  as  to  price,  the 
law  will  imply  that  the  parties  intended  to  sell  and  buy  ata 
reasonable  price :  Hoadly  v.  Madame  (<f),  Acehal  v.  Le^  (e ). 
This  is  not  like  the  case  of  Grant  v.  Maddox  (/),  where  the 

(a)  2  K.  &  G.  549;  2  Scott,  {d)  4  M.  &  Scott,  340;   10 

K.  R.645.  Bing.482. 

(&)  3  Campb.  426.  (e)  10  Bing.  376. 

.     (c)  6  B.  &  C.  108.  (/)  16  M.  &  W.  737. 
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defendant^  by  contract  in  writing,  having  agreed  with  an  ao-        1848. 
tresB  to  engage  her  for  three  years,  and  pay  her  a  salary  of  £5,      Lockkit 
£6,  and  £7  per  week  in  those  years ;  it  was  held,  that  parol      nicklik. 
evidence  was  adnussible  to  shew  that,  according  to  the  uni- 
form usage  of  the  theatrical  profession,  the  plaintiff  was  only 
to  be  paid  during  the  theatrical  season,  that  is,  during  such 
time  as  the  theatre  was  open  for  performance.    There  the 
evidence  did  not  alter  the  contract,  but  merely  explained  the 
meaning  of  the  words  used. 

Pabx^  B. — The  rule  must  be  discharged.  In  deciding 
this  particular  case  on  the  circumstances  of  the  case  itself 
I  think  parol  evidence  was  admissible  to  prove  the  previous 
coDYeraation  with  the  plaintiff.  In  order  to  render  the  de- 
fendant liable,  there  must  be  some  evidence  to  take  the  case 
out  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  That  liability  arises  from  his 
reodptaad  acceptance  of  the  goods;  and  if  the  plaintiff  re- 
lied on  that,  the  defendant  would  have  been  at  liberty  to 
ahew  upon  what  terms  he  accepted  them,  by  going  into 
evidenoe  of  the  conversation  which  took  place  at  the  time 
the  order  was  given,  by  which  it  appears  that  the  contract 
was  to  pay  at  six  months'  credit,  and  by  a  bill  at  three 
T!»A"thg-  But  the  plaintiff,  instead  of  having  recourse  to 
the  receipt  and  acceptance  of  the  goods,  puts  in  the  original 
order,  which,  without  further  explanation  by  parol,  would 
be  an  order  for  payment  on  delivery.  If,  theuj  the  plain- 
tiff, instead  of  giving  further  evidence  to  explain  this  order. 
Bays  that  the  defendant,  by  accepting  the  invoice,  which 
treats  him  as  a  purchaser,  has  had  ample  notice,  and  there-  f  v 

fore  there  is  an  acceptance  of  the  terms  of  tiie  sale^  it  is 
eompetent  for  the  defisudant  to  shew  tiiat  he  received  the 
goods  on  the  understanding  that-  he  bought  them  by  credit 
at  six  months,  and  bill  at  three  months.  The  case  of  Fwd 
V.  YqJU*  was  disposed  of  on  the  supposition,  which  turned 
out  to  be  erroneous,  that  the  memorandum  entered  into  by 
the  broker  was  a  binding  memorandum  under  the  Statute 

h2 
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1848.  of  Fraads.  It  was  signed  with  the  intention  of  bdng  a 
LocKBTT  memorandum  of  the  contract  of  purchase  and  sale,  and  the 
NicKLiN.      ^^^  b^an  by  treating  it  as  a  binding  contract;  and,  on 

that  supposition,  I  am  bj  no  means  prepared  to  say  that 

decision  is  wrong. 

Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  Ford  v. 
Yate$i  the  decision  of  the  Court  proceeded  on  the  supposi- 
tion that  the  written  instrument  complied  with  the  terms 
of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  Under  that  statute,  a  contract 
to  deliyer  goods,  without  mentioning  a  time  for  payment, 
means  that  the  delivery  and  the  payment  shall  be  contem- 
poraneous acts;  and  Ford  y.  Yates  decided  that  in  such  case 
evidence  was  inadmissible  to  shew  that  it  was  not  intended 
that  the  payment  should  be  contemporaneous  with  the  de- 
livery of  the  goods.  Here  the  difficulty  is  of  a  different 
nature.  The  documents  in  question  are  not  a  contract,  but 
are  writings  out  of  which,  with  other  things,  a  contract  is 
to  be  made.  The  question,  then,  is,  whether  tlie  defendant 
has  not  a  right  to  adduce  evidence,  not  to  contradict  the 
written  instruments,  but  to  shew  the  real  contract,  of  which 
the  paper  contains  only  one  of  the  terms.  In  order  to  do 
that,  the  defendant  must  resort  to  the  previous  conversation. 
It  is  like  the  case  of  an  offer  by  letter,  written  by  the  phdn« 
tiff  to  the  defendant,  stating  the  terms  on  which  the  former 
proposes  to  sell  certain  goods ;  in  answer  to  which  the  de- 
fendant writes  a  letter  to  the  plaintiff,  desiring  him  to  send 
certain  articles,  but  not  specifying  any  terms.  In  such  case, 
can  it  be  doubted  that  the  second  letter  would  have  refer- 
ence to  the  terms  contained  in  the  first,  and  that  the  two 
letters  would  constitute  the  contract ;  and  that  when  the 
plaintiff  sent  the  goods,  he  would  send  them  on  the  terms, 
contuned  in  his  own  letter  ?  Here,  instead  of  a  previous 
letter  written  by  the  plaintiff,  there  is  a  conversation  be- 
tween him  and  the  defendant  In  holding  this  evidence 
admissible,  we  do  not  trench  on  any  of  the  cases. 
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Platt,  B. — ^If  the  invoice  had  been  signed  by  the  de-  1848. 
fendanty  there  might  have  been  some  colour  for  the  argu- 
ment on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  for  then  it  might  have  been 
Higed  that,  as  the  contract  made  no  mention  of  the  time  of 
payment,  it  would  be  inferred  that  payment  was  to  be  made 
eith^  on  request  or  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  bar- 
gain. The  fieJlacy  of  the  argument  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff consists  in  treating  the  writings  as  a  contract,  when,  in 
fact,  they  are  merely  acts  done  in  pursuance  of  a  contract. 
The  letter  of  the  24th  of  December  refers  to  some  conyersa- 
tion,  and  unless  that  conversation  be  imported  by  way  of 
evidence,  it  cannot  be  known  when  the  payment  was  to 
be  made,  the  documents  being  silent  as  to  the  time. 

Bule  discharged. 


MoftLEY  V.  PlNCOMBE.  JpVft.  9. 

IBESPASS,  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  CommoditiM 
dose,  and  taking  twenty  dead  pigs,  twenty  cwt  of  pork,  J^'^gtiored*** 
and  divers  other  articles.     Pleas — ^first,  not  guilty  "by  sta-  ^ponarepi^^in 

'  o       J         J  in  the  same 

tate;"  and,  secondly,  leave  and  license.  plight  and  oon- 

At  the  trial,  before  Jf^lde,  C.  J.,  at  the  last  Devon  Sum-  in  which  they 
mer  Assizes,  it  appeared  that  the  articles  in  question  were  JJI^^^not 
seized  by  the  defendant  as  a  distress  for  rent.     The  de-  diatrainahle  for 

,  rent  at  oommoii 

fendant,   under  the  direction  of  the  learned  judge,  had  a  law;  and  there. 

_]._.  fore  the  flesh 

verdict.  ofanfanab 

latelj  slangh- 
tered  cannot  b* 

Crawder  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  distrained* 
of  the  verdict  being  against  evidence,  and  also  for  misdirec- 
tion. 

Kinglake  and  FUzherbert  now  shewed  cause,  and  con- 
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1848,  tended  that  the  evidence  was  in  the  defendant's  fkvour. 
MoRLBY  [Parke,  R — Assuming  the  first  question  to  be  decided  in 
PiM^MBB.  ^®  defendant's  favour,  the  remaining  point  must  be  found 
for  the  plaintiff;  for  how  can  commodities  of  a  perishable  na- 
ture, and  which  cannot  be  restored  in  the  same  state  as  that 
in  which  thej  were  taken,  be  made  the  subject  of  distress. 
The  common  law  is  not  taken  away  by  the  statute  of  2 
Will.  &  M.  c  5.  Rolfe,  B. — The  rule  is  plidn,  you  cannot 
distrain  commodities  which  are  liable  to  perish  within  a  rea- 
sonable time  after  they  have  been  taken.  Parke,  B. — ^It  was 
said  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  WtOes,  in  Simp$om  v.  Hartop  (a), 
that  '^  cocks  and  sheaves  of  com  were  not  distrainaUe  before 
the  statute  2  WilL  &  M,  c.  5,  (which  was  made  in  favour  of 
landlords),  because  they  could  not  be  restored  again  in  the 
same  plight  and  condition  that  they  were  before  upon  a  re- 
plevin, but  must  necessarily  be  damaged  by  bdng  removed." 
Alderson,  B.,  referred  to  1  BolL  Abr.  666.  The  rule  is 
plain:  what  is  true  of  com,  is  tme  of  the  fledi  of  pigs.] 

Crowder  and  Montagu  Smith,  in  support  of  the  rule,  were 
not  called  upon. 

Per  Curiam  (b), 

Bule  absolute. 

(a)  WiUes,  616. 
(b)  Parke,  B.,  Aldersm,  B.,  Rolfe,  B.,  and  Plati,  B. 
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i&ia 

Llotd  V.  Davibs.  ^aft.  11. 

1  HE  first  count  of  the  declaration  in  case  was  for  an  ex-  A  tenant  by 
oesnye  distress ;  the  second  count  was  in  trover.  Flea,  ^ght  to  dit- 
not  guilty  "by  statute."  ^St^^ 

At  the  trial,  before  CressweU,  J.,  at  the  last  Cardigan 
Summer  As^es,  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  shew  his  right  to 
distrain,  put  in  an  elegit,  but  did  not  prove  that  the  defend- 
ant had  attorned  to  him.  It  was  thereupon  contended  that 
the  defendant  had  no  right  to  distrain  without  attornment, 
and  of  that  opinion  was  the  learned  judge,  and  the  plaintiff 
had  a  verdict. 

Lush,  in  Michaelmas  Term  last,  moved  for  a  rule  calling 
on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  there  should  not  be  a  new 
trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection. — There  was  no  need  of 
attornment.  In  Rogers  v.  Pitcher  (a),  Gibbs,  C.  J.,  says : 
^  If  the  land  had  been  in  the  possession  of  the  former  * 
owner,  the  sheriff  might  have  delivered  actual  possession  i 
where  it  is  in  the  possession  of  a  tenant,  the  sheriff  sets  it 
oat  by  metes  and  bounds,  and  the  tenant  is  bound  thence- 
forth to  pay  rent  for  his  moiety  to  the  tenant  by  elegit. 
This  is  a  case  in  which  attornment  was  not  necessary  be- 
fore the  Statute  of  Attornments,  because  tenant  by  elegit 
was  in  by  judgment  of  law,  to  whom  attornment  was  not 
neoeaBajy."  In  Perkins (h)  it  is  said:  ''But  in  cases  of 
grants  of  reversions,  there  ought  to  be  attornments;  other- 
wise they  shall  not  pass,  if  the  grant  be  not  by  matter  of 
record^  &c  The  statute  of  4  Anne,  c.  16,  only  applies  to 
the  acts  of  the  parties.  [He  also  referred  to  Co.  Litt.  ss. 
584, 585.] 

The  Court  granted  a  rule  nisi ;  against  which 
(a)  6  Taunt.  207.  (h)  Sect.  114. 
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1848*  ^  JEvans  {Bramwell  with  him)  now  shewed  cau8e.-^The 

defendant  had  no  right  to  difitrain  without  attornment. 
Harris  v.  Booker  (a)  ie  not  a  dedrion  upon  the  point;  but 
Besty  C.  J.,  there  says,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
Courty  ''We  do  not  agree  that  an  attornment  would  have 
been  imnecessary,  supposing  the  plaintiff  had  been  in  a 
situation  to  call  for  it  *  *  *  *  In  the  present  cause 
the  property  is  claimed  under  a  judgment;  and  even  if  the, 
tenant  by  elegit  had  a  right  to  enter,  we  think  he  could  not 
have  proceeded  for  rent  without  an  attornment.'*  [Parhe^ 
B. — There  are  three  authorities  in  the  Year  Books  against 
you,  cited  in  Boll.  Abr.,  tit  '*  Attornment,**  (F),  37  Hen.  6, 
33 ;  39  Hen.  6,  24 ;  20  Hen.  6,  7, 6.  They  settle  this  point, 
and  decide  that  attornment  is  not  necessary;  where  the 
revCTdon  was  assigned  by  operation  of  law  it  was  not  re- 
quisite,  but  it  was  when  assigned  by  the  act  of  the  parties. 
If  a  party  gets  the  reversion,  he  is  entitled  to  the  rent 
which  is  attached  to  it  Rolfe^  B.,  referred  to  KoU.  Abr., 
tit.  "Execution  (B);"  Sir  Thomas  CambelVs  case.  Parke,  B. 
—-There  is  also  7^  Bishop  of  BristoFs  case  (&>  The 
question  is  clear  upon  the  authorities.] 

fVatson,  contri^  was  not  called  upon. 


Per  Curiam  (c). — The  rule  must  be 


Absolute. 


(a)  4  Blng.  96.  (e)  Parke,  B.,  Aldersan,  B., 

\b)  3  Leon.  113.  Rolfi,  B.,  and  FhU,  B. 
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1848. 

YouKG  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Nortleit,  a  Bankrupt,      FA,  10. 

V.  Hope  and  Another. 

1 KO  VEB,  by  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  for  certain  A  tnder  took 
goods,  chattels,  and  effects.     The  declaration  contained  a  goods  under  an 
oonnt  on  the  possession  of  the  bankrupt,  and  another  on  the  £^^|^^  tfaJf 
possession  of  the  assignees.    Pleas,  not  guilty  and  not  pos-  ^^J|^|^  ^^ 

seased.  twelTemonth, 

At  the  trials  before  the  Lord  Cliief  Barony  at  the  York  ^^^tSoi^.bat 
Sommer  Assises,  1847,  it  appeared  thut  the  goods  in  ques-  ^J^^^  ^ 
tioii,  which  consisted  of  shop  fixtures  and  materials  of  trade,  *  oeruin  daj, 

the  owner 

bdonged  to  the  defendant,  and  that  one  Nortlett  came  into  ihonld  be  at 
possession  of  them  under  an  agreement  that  he  should  keep  ^^^  Sbem.'riie 
poaaeadon  for  a  twelvemonth,  upon  payment  of  a  certain  ^^'^ 
sum,  but  if  he  fidled  to  pay  the  money  on  the  16th  May,  seoion  of  tiie 

,  -      trader  until  the 

1847,  the  defendant  should  be  at  liberty  to  retake  the  goods,  ttipnlated  time 
Nortlett  continued  in  possession  of  the  goods,  treating  them  whraT^emonej 
as  his  own,  until  the  16th  May,  1847,  when  the  money  not  not  baling  been 

^  ^  ^  paid,  the  owner 

haying  been  paid,  the  defendant,  on  the  following  day,  sold  lold  them,  after 
them.     On  the  24th  May,  a  fiat  issued  against  Nortlett,  nptey  com- 
on  an  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  on  the  14th  of  May.  J^  ^nt^. 
It  was  submitted  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  reooyer,  fore  tiie  fiat 

imed  i^Mtldf 

inasmuch  as  the  goods  were  in  the  ''order  and  disposition"  that  this  was  a 
of  the  bankrupt,  within  the  72nd  section  of  ihe  6  Geo.  4,  protected  by 
c.  16.    On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  contended,  that  ^«5  *  ^^*^ 

e*  29,  8«  !• 

this  was  a  ''  transaction^  protected  by  the  2  &  3  Vict,  c  29, 
s.  1.  The  learned  judge  was'of  opinion,  that  the  agree- 
ment was  a  fraud  on  the  creditors,  and  directed  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiffs,  reserving  leave  for  the  defendant  to  move  to 
enter  a  verdict  for  him. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  accordingly, 

//.  HtU  shewed  cause. — The  question  is,  whether  the 
72nd  section  of  the  6  Geo.  .4,  c  16,  relating  to  goods  in  the 
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1848.  order  and  disposition  of  bankrupts,  is  affected  by  the  2  &  3 
Vict  c  29,  s.  1.  The  latter  statute  enacts,  <*  that  all  con- 
tracts, dealings,  and  transactions,  by  and  with  any  banknipt, 
really  and  bon&  fide  entered  into  before  the  date  and  issuing 
of  the  fiat,  shall  be  deemed  valid,  notwithstanding  any  prior 
act  of  bankruptcy  by  such  bankrupt  committed."  It  will 
be  aigued  on  the  other  side,  that  the  effect  of  that  enact- 
ment  is,  to  do  away  with  the  relation  to  the  act  of  badb- 
ruptcy,  and  to  substitute  the  issuing  of  the  fiat  for  the  act 
of  bankruptcy,  in  all  cases  in  which  the  party  had  not  no- 
tice of  the  act  of  bankruptcy.  Such  construction,  howeyer, 
cannot  be  supported.  The  case  of  FawceH  v.  F^ame  (a) 
shews  that  the  words  in  the  6  Geo.  4,  a  16,  s.  72,  <'atthe 
time  he  becomes  bankrupt^"  mean,  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mitting of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  not  the  lime  when  the 
fiat  issued,  the  statute  of  Victoria  having  made  no  alteration 
in  this  respect.  In  Load  v.  Green  {b),  Parhe,  B.,  in  deli- 
vering judgment,  says:  ''To  come  within  the  72nd  section 
of  the6Geo.4,  c.  16,  the  goods  must  have  been  in  the  bank- 
rupt's possession  **at  the  time  he  became  bankrupt;  that  is,  at 
the  time  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy.''  [Parhe^  K — ^No  doubt 
that  section  must  be  construed  so  as  to  give  the  assignees  all 
the  property  of  which  the  bankrupt  was  the  apparent  owner 
at  the  time  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy;  but  prior  to  the  sta- 
tute of  Victoria,  if  the  real  owner  had  retaken  possession  of 
his  goods  before  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  he  would  have  been 
entitled  to  them  in  law.  The  question  then  is,  whether  the 
statute  of  ^otoria  does  not  give  the  same  right,  if  he  re- 
takes them  before  the  issuing  of  the  fiat]  The  object  of 
that  statute  was,  to  protect  parties  having  bonft  fide  deal- 
ings with  the  bankrupt,  touching  his  property,  or  acrnr 
ceming  payments  made  by  or  to  him ;  but  the  statute  wa& 
not  intended  to  aid  persons  who  entrusted  their  goods  to  a 
trader,  in  order  to  enable  him  to  obtain  a  false  credit.    The 

(a)  6  Q.  B.  20.  (6)  15  M.  &  W.  216. 
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true  meaning  of  the  statute  appears  from  the  preamble^  ^1848. 
iriiich  recites  the  82nd  section  of  the  6  Qeo.  4,  c  16,  relating 
to  payments  made  by  and  to  bankrupts  without  notice;  but 
it  makes  no  mention  of  the  81st  section,  relating  to  convey- 
aaoe8»  contracts,  and  other  dealings  and  transactions  by 
and  with  bankrupts.  [Parke,  B. — ^It  was  clearly  meant  to 
alter  the  81st  section;  and  the  omission  to  mention  it  shews 
how  imperfect  the  redtal  is.]  In  re  Styan  (a)  was  the  case 
of  a  deposit  of  a  policy  of  assurance,  by  way  of  security  for 
a  debt,  made  previously  to  the  commission  of  an  act  of  bank- 
mptcy  by  tiie  depositor,  and  notified  to  the  insurance  com- 
pany by  the  party  with  whom  the  deposit  was  made  pre- 
viously to  the  issuing  of  the  fiat,  though  subsequentiy  to 
the  act  of  bankruptcy;  and  such  transaction  was  held  valid 
as  against  the  assignees  under  tiie  2  &  3  Yict.  c  29,  it  not 
ypearing  that  at  the  time  the  notice  was  given  the  party 
giving  it  was  aware  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy  conmiitted* 
But  there  the  bankrupt  was  dealing  with  his  own  property^ 
not  property  entrusted  to  him.  Thestatuteof  A/ictoriahas 
no  application  to  a  transaction  entered  into  prior  to  the  act 
of  bankruptcy,  and  in  which  the  goods  were  retaken  after 
the  act  of  bankruptcy.  The  case  of  Wright  v.  Feamley  (i), 
which  was  aflSrmed  on  error  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  (c), 
eiplains  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  transaction."  There  the 
baokrupt  had  within  two  months  before  the  fiat  deposited 
chattels  by  way  of  pledge,  in  consideration  of  an  advance  of 
money;  and  it  was  held,  that  the  transaction,  though  bonA 
fide  and  without  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  v^as  not  pro- 
tected by  the  82nd  section  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c  16.  [Farhe^  B. 
—All  tiiat  the  Court  there  decided,  was,  that  a  pledge  of 
goods  was  not  a  payment  within  that  section.  In  the  case 
of  Parienie  v.  PenmU  (c(),  Tindal,  C.  J.^  ruled«  that  goods 
suffered  by  the  true  owner  to  remain  in  the  possession  of  a 

(a)  1  Phil.  105.  {e)  6  Bing.  N.  C.  446. 

(6)  6  Bing.  N.  C.  88.  \d)  2  Moo.  &  Rob.  616. 


108  EXCHEQUER   REPORTS. 

1848.^  trader  till  after  a  secret  act  of  bankruptcy^  but  taken  po8^ 
session  of  before  the  fiat,  do  not,  since  tlie  statute  of 
Victoria,  pass  to  the  assignees.]  In  that  case  the  jury  found 
that  the  phdntifi'  had  notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  a 
verdict  was  given  tor  the  assignees,  so  that  there  was  no  op^ 
portunity  of  questioning  the  ruling  of  the  learned  judge* 

Knowles  appeared  to  argue  in  support  of  the  rule,  but 
was  not  called  upon. 

Parke,  B. — The  rule  must  be  absolute.  The  question 
depends  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  statute  2  &  3 
Vict,  c  29,  &  1*  Mr.  Hill  says,  that  it  must  be  confined 
to  cases  in  which  tiie  bankrupt  transfers  the  right  of  pro- 
perty in  his  own  goods.  I  cannot  collect,  firom  any  expres-* 
sion  in  the  preamble  of  the  statute,  that  such  construction  is 
to  be  put  upon  it.  After  reciting  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  and 
the  2  Vict,  c  11,  it  thus  proceeds:  ^'whereas  it  is  expedient 
that  further  protection  should  be  given  to  persons  deahng 
istnth  bankrupts  before  the  issuing  of  any  fiat  against  them." 
The  object  of  the  enactment  was,  to  do  away  with  the  rule 
of  relation  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  which  was  considered 
to  work  great  injustice;  and  I  see  no  reason  why,  if  it  were 
intended  to  prevent  such  rule  of  relation  in  the  transfer  of 
the  bankrupt's  property,  it  should  not  also  apply  to  the  case 
of  a  bankrupt  dealing  with  the  property  of  others.  If  the 
contract  had  been,  that,  for  an  antecedent  consideration^  the 
bankrupt  would,  on  the  16th  of  March,  deliver  up  certain 
property  of  him  the  bankrupt,  and  if  he  failed  to  do  so,  the 
party  should  be  at  liberty  to  take  possession  of  the  property; 
and  if  afterwards,  in  pursuance  of  that  agreement,  the  party 
took  possession,  I  cannot  understand  why  that  transaction 
should  be  protected,  and  the  transaction  of  a  bankrupt  re- 
turning another  person's  goods  should  not  also  be  protected. 
In  the  absence  of  authority,  I  should  have  thought  that  the 
latter  case  would  clearly  fall  within  the  description  of  a 
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^'tnuiflaction  hj  and  with  the  bankrupt"  before  the  date  ^^^ 
and  issuing  of  the  fiat  There  are,  however,  two  authori- 
tiee,  one  of  which,  a  decision  of  Lord  Chancellor  Lyndhursty 
"  In  the  Matter  of  Styan^^  seems  to  me  expressly  in  point. 
There  a  policy  of  insurance  had  been  deposited  as  security 
for  a  debt;  but  the  creditor  omitted  to  give  notice  to  the  in- 
surance company,  before  the  commission  of  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy by  the  depositor,  the  effect  of  which  was,  to  leave 
the  policy  in  the  situation  of  goods  in  the  apparent  owner- 
ship of  the  bankrupt:  but  the  creditor  having  given  notice 
before  the  issuing  of  the  fiat,  and  having  no  knowledge  that 
an  act  of  bankruptcy  had  been  committed,  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor thought  the  transaction  protected  by  the  2  &  3  Vict, 
c.  29.  Besides  that  case,  there  is  the  opinion  of  TindaU 
C.  J.,  in  the  case  of  Pariente  v.  Pennell  (a).  It  is  true  that 
an  opinion  expressed  at  Nisi  Prius  is  not  entitled  to  the 
same  weight  as  if  expressed  after  solemn  argument,  but  the 
opinion  is  one  which  does  not  require  authority  to  support 
it  Upon  the  true  construction  of  the  act,  and  according  to 
strict  justice,  this  transaction  ought  to  be  protected. 

Aldersom,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  is  a 
*^  transaction  **  which  takes  place  between  the  time  of  the 
committing  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  the  issuing  of 
die  fiat  The  act  of  Parliament  makes  valid  all  such  trans* 
actions,  provided  the  party  dealing  with  the  bankrupt  had 
no  notice  at  the  time  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  As  to 
those  matters,  the  act  of  bankruptcy  and  the  issuing  of  the 
fiat  are  to  be  taken  as  one  and  the  same  day.  In  the  case 
of  Fawcett  v.  Feame  (ft),  the  goods  came  into  the  posses- 
ion of  the  bankrupt  for  the  first  time  after  the  act  of 
bankruptcy  and  before  the  fiat ;  and  it  was  argued  that  the 
case  was  not  within  the  clause  of  the  statute  which  makes 
goods  in  the  possession  of  the  bankrupt  as  reputed  owner 

(a)  2  Moo.  &  Rob.  516.  (5)  6  Q.  B.  20. 
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''at  the  time  he  beoomee  bankrnpt'*  subject  to  the  ^pon- 
tion  of  his  asaignees.  That  case  is  relied  upon  as  an 
authority  to  shew  that  the  6  Geo.  4,  c  16,  s.  72,  is  not 
altered  by  the  2  &  3  Vict  c  29,  s.  1 ;  but  the  answer  is, 
that  the  latter  statute  has  no  relation  to  such  matters,  inas- 
much as  it  only  renders  valid  particular  transactions  before 
inralidated  by  the  rule  of  relation  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy. 
In  truth  the  present  point  was  not  decided  in  that  case. 
Here  the  goods  were  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the 
bankrupt  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  act  of  bank- 
niptcy ;  and  if  the  true  owner  had  not  retaken  possession 
of  them,  might  have  been  disposed  of  by  the  assignees. 

BoLFE,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  expression 
in  the  statute  is,  ''all  contracts,  dealings,  and  traTuactions 
by  and  with  any  bankrupt."  Here  the  transaction  is  this — 
that,  before  the  committing  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  certun 
goods  are  deposited  with  the  bankrupt,  upon  terms  enabling 
him  to  keep  possesion  of  them  for  a  year  upon  payment 
of  a  certain  sum ;  and  enabling  the  owner  to  resume  pos- 
session in  case  the  money  was  not  paid  at  the  stipulated 
time.  The  owner  takes  possession  after  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, and  before  the  issuing  of  the  fiat.  Such  a  case 
seems  to  me  to  come  within  the  express  terms  of  the  act 
of  Parliament.  Was  it  not  a  '^  dealing,"  was  it  not  a 
"  transaction  "  with  the  bankrupt  ?  It  was  evidently  so. 
Without  authority  I  should  have  thought  it  a  clear  case, 
and  I  am  not  able  to  distinguish  it  from  In  re  Styatu 

Platt,  B. — It  is  clearly  a  "dealing"  or  "transaction" 
with  the  bankrupt  before  the  issuing  of  the  fiat 

Bule  absolute. 
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184& 

SvEBs  r.  Jonas.  jPe&.  le. 

Assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  goods  In  an  action  for 
bajqgained  and  sold.    Plea,  non  assumpsit.  WooM^id,  evil 

At  the  trial,  before  Wigktmany  J.,  at  the  Liverpool  Sum-  ^^^^^ 
mer  Asazes,  1847,  it  appeared  that  the  action  was  brought  thatbythe  etta- 
to  recover  222L  \s.  2d!.,  being  the  price  of  five  bales  of  La  the  tobacco 
Guayni  tobacco,  sold  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  under  Jj^b?  wuimic 
the  foDowing  circumstances: — The  plaintiff  was  a  general  although  not  >o 
meichaiit  at  Liverpool,  and  engaged  in  the  La  Guayra  bought  and  loU 
trade ;  the  defendants  were  cigar  manufacturers  in  London.  "^    ' 
On  the  19th  of  August,  1846,  one  Samuelson,  of  Liver- 
pool, a  tobacco  broker,  who  had  occasionally  been  employed 
both  by  plwitiff  and  defendants  in  the  sale  of  tobacco, 
forwarded  to  the  defendants  six  samples  of  fifty-one  bales  of 
tobacco  then  in  bond,  and  which  the  plaintiff  was  desirous 
of  selliiig.     Samuelson  represented  that  the  bulk  was  equal 
to  the  sample.     Some  correspondence  afterwards  took  place 
between  the  defendants  and  Samuelson  as  to  the  quality  and 
price   of  the  tobacco;  and  on  the   14th  of  September, 
Samudson  being  in  London,  concluded  the  bargain  with 
the  defendants,  when  bought  and  sold  notes  agreeing  with 
each  other  were  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  and  defendants. 
The  following  b  the  form  of  the  sold  note : — 

'^  Measrs.  E.  Jonas  and  Brothers,  London. 

''Liverpool,  September  14,  1846. 

''I  HAVE  this  day  sold  you  on  account  Mr.  W.  H.  L. 
Syers,  fifty-one  bales  tobacco  ez  Lucretia,  La  Guayra,  at 
lid  per  Ibb  in  bond:  ^stomary  allowances :  payment  two 
and  two  months.  **  Edward  Samuelson." 

The  defendants'  case  was,  first,  that  Samuelson  was 
appointed  with  limited  authority  to  buy  by  sample  only, 
and  Uiat  the  defendants  were  not  bound  by  the  contract : 
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1848.  secondly^  that  the  bulk  did  not  correspond  with  the  sample ; 
and  evidence  was  tendered  to  shew  that  by  the  imiyersal 
usage  of  the  trade5  a  sale  of  tobacco  was  understood  to  be 
by  sample.  The  learned  judge  offered  to  leave  the  first 
question  to  the  jury,  which  was  declined  by  the  defendants' 
counsel ;  and  as  to  the  other  point,  he  ruled  that  the  evi- 
dence waj9  inadmissible,  inasmuch  as  it  varied  the  written 
contract,  which  was  contained  in  the  bought  and  sold  notes ; 
and  under  his  lordship's  direction*  a  verdict  was  found  for 
the  plaintiff. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  to  set  adde  the  verdict, 
and  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection  and  the 
rejection  of  evidence, 

Tomlinsan  shewed  cause,  (February  10). — As  to  the  ob- 
jection that  the  broker  had  no  authority  to  buy  otherwise 
than  by  sample,  and  consequently  the  defendant  was  not 
bound  by  the  contract,  it  is  a  sufficient  answer  that  the 
learned  judge  offered  to  leave  the  question  to  the  jury. 

The  only  point  then  is,  whether  evidence  was  admissible 
of  the  general  custom  in  the  tobacco  trade,  that  all  sales 
were  understood  to  be  by  sample,  though  not  so  mentioned 
in  the  contract.  It  is  submitted  that  no  evidence  can  be 
given  for  the  purpose  of  controlling  or  varying  the  specific 
contract  entered  into.  In  the  case  of  Meyer  v.  JEverth  (a). 
Lord  JElknbarough  ruled,  'that  where,  upon  a  sale  of  goods, 
the  seller  produces  a  sample,  and  represents  that  the  bulk  is 
of  equal  quality,  if  there  be  a  sale  note  which  does  not 
refer  to  the  sample,  this  is  not  a  sale  by  sample ;  and  if  the 
goods  turn  out  to  be  of  inferior  quality,  the  purchaser's 
remedy  is  by  an  action  on  the  cajse  for  a  deceitful  repre- 
sentation. This  point  was  much  discussed  in  the  case  of 
TVueman  v.  Loder(b).  There,  evidence  was  offered  by  a  de- 
fendant of  a  custom  in  the  tallow  trade,  that  on  contracts 

(a)  4  Campb.  22.  (b)  11  A.  &  E.  589. 
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for  the  sale  of  tallow,  a  partj  might  reject  the  imdiscloeed  ^1848. 
prindpal,  and  look  to  the  broker  for  the  completion  of  the 
contract ;  and  such  evidence  was  held  inadmissible  as  vary- 
ing *^a  written  instrument.  Lord  Denman,  C.  Jo  in  de- 
livering the  judgment  of  the  Court  says, ''  Custom  of  trade 
has  been  supposed  to  form  a  virtual  exception  to  this  well- 
known  rule ;  but  the  cases  go  no  further  than  to  permit 
the  explanation  of  words  used  in  a  sense  different  from  their 
ordinary  meaning,  or  the  addition  of  known  terms  not  in- 
conastent  with  the  written  contract.'*  This  custom  of  trade, 
which  amounts  to  an  implied  warranty,  cannot  be  annexed 
to  an  absolute  contract,  so  as  to  control  its  provisions. 
The  Court  called  on, 

IFaUon  (with  whom  was  Hoggins)  to  support  the  rule. — 
The  usage  of  trade  sought  to  be  proved  does  not  annex 
any  additional  term  to  the  contract,  but  only  explains  its 
meaning.  It  is  no  variance  to  say,  that,  according  to  the 
usage  of  trade,  all  contracts  of  this  kind  are  subject  to  a 
condition,  that  the  bulk  shall  correspond  with  the  sample. 
The  evidence  of  thb  usage  is  equally  admissible  as  a  cus- 
tom for  a  way-going  crop  in  the  case  of  a  lease.  It  adds 
no  new  term  inconsistent  with  the  contract.  In  the  case 
of  BayUffe  v.  ButUrworth  (a),  evidence  was  admitted  of  a 
usage  on  the  Stock  Exchange  at  Liverpool  for  brokers  to 
be  answerable  to  each  other  for  engagements  entered  into 
between  them  for  third  parties.  In  Button  v.  Warren  (&), 
where  the  question  was,  whether  a  custom  of  the  country 
was  excluded  by  a  stipulation  in  a  lease,  Parke,  B.,  in  de- 
hvering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  says,  '^  It  has  been  long 
settled,  that,  in  commercial  transactions,  extrinsic  evidence 
of  custom  and  usage  is  admissible  to  annex  incidents  to 
written  contracts,  in  matters  with  respect  to  which  they  are 
alent.     The  same  rule  has  also  been  applied  to  contracts 

(a)  Ante,  p.  425.  (5)  1  M.  &  W.  466. 

VOU  II.  I  EXCH. 


114  EXCHEQUBB   REPORTS. 

1M8.  in  other  tranaaotionfi  of  lifei  in  which  known  usages  have 
been  established  and  prevailed;  and  this  has  been  done 
upon  the  prindple  of  presumption,  that,  in  such  transac-' 
tionsy  the  parties  did  not  mean  to  express  in  writing  the 
whole  of  the  contract  by  which  they  intended  to  be  bound, 
but  a  contract  with  reference  to  those  known  usages." 
Evidence  may  be  given  to  shew  the  meaning  of  the  term 
^  a  month "  in  commercial  transactionSi  that  term  not 
meaning  the  same  period  in  law.  This  mercantile  instru- 
ment must  be  construed  ¥nith  reference  to  the  usage  of 
trade,  which  annexes  this  condition  as  incident  to  every 
contract  for  the  sale  of  tobacco.  Trueman  v.  Loder  (a) 
was  decided  on  the  ground,  that  the  defendant  was  suffi- 
ciently proved  to  be  the  vendor  of  the  tallow,  and  that 
evidence  of  custom  for  the  purpose  of  shifting  his  liability 
was  inadmissible.  [Parke,  B. — In  Parker  v*  Pabner(J>)f 
the  words  *^  by  sample  '*  are  said  to  mean  a  mere  collateral 
engagement,  on  the  part  of  the  seller,  that  the  commodity 
shall  be  of  a  particular  quality.  If  they  merely  amount  to 
a  warranty,  and  not  a  condition  of  sale,  there  would  be 
nothing  inconsistent  with  the  contract  in  admitting  evi- 
dence of  the  usage.]  In  Hodgson  y.  Davis  {c\  evidence 
was  given  of  the  usage  of  trade  in  the  city  of  London, 
that  a  person  who  sells  goods  by  a  broker  reserves  to  him- 
self the  power  of  ratiiying  or  rejecting  the  contract,  as  he 
shall  be  satisfied  with  the  credit  of  the  purchaser.  In 
Dickinson  v.  Lehoallid),  there  was  proof  of  a  usage  in  the 
Irish  provision  trade,  that  a  general  authority  to  a  broker 
to  sell  expires  with  the  day  on  which  it  was  given ;  and 
that  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods  afterwards  entered 
into  by  the  broker  is  not  binding  on  the  principal.  In 
Whittaker  v.  Mason  (e),  which  was  an  action  for  breach  of 
contract,  in  not  paying  for  books  sold  and  delivered,  by 

(a)  11  A.  &  £.  689.  {d)  4  Camp.  279. 

(h)  4  6.  &  Aid.  387.  {t)  2  fiing.  N.  C.  359. 

(c)  2  Camp.  630. 
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bills  at  certain  dates,  with  security  for  their  being  honoured,  ^  1848. 
the  defendant  pleaded  a  custom  in  London,  that  upon  such 
eales  the  security  need  not  be  ^ven,  unless  required,  when 
the  books  are  delivered ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  re- 
quue  it  at  that  time.  On  demurrer  to  the  replication,  the 
plea  was  held  good.  Tindal^  C.  J.,  there  says,  ''  The  ob- 
jection taken  to  the  plea  is,  that  the  defendant  cannot  by 
law  vary  the  terms  of  a  written  contract  by  the  introduc- 
tion of  the  custom  and  usage  of  trade ;  and  that  as  he 
would  be  precluded  fix>m  shewing  such  custom  or  usage  in 
evidence,  he  is  equally  prevented  from  pleading  the  same 
in  bar  of  the  action.  How  far  a  mercantile  contract,  re- 
duced to  writing  and  signed  by  the  parties,  which  is  silent 
on  a  particular  point,  may  have  that  silence  supplied  by 
evidence  of  a  general  course  and  usage  of  trade,  within 
the  limits  of  which  the  contract  was  made,  and  to  which 
it  relates,  is  a  question  which  it  would  be  difficult  to  an- 
swer with  exactness  and  precision."  Here  the  authority 
given  by  the  defendant  to  the  broker  was  to  enter  into  the 
contract  according  to  the  usage  of  trade ;  and,  as  the  bulk 
£d  not  correspond  with  the  sample,  the  defendant  was  not 
bound  to  receive  the  goods :  Lorymer  v.  Smith  (a).  The 
condition  of  sale  not  having  been  compUed  with,  the  pro- 
perty in  the  commodity  did  not  pass  to  the  defendant : 
laidkr  v.  Burlmsan  (i),  Clarke  y,  Spence  (e).  To  an  action 
for  not  accepting  the  tobacco,  it  would  have  been  a  good 
defence  that  the  bulk  did  not  correspond  with  the  sample. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — ^In  this  case  a  motion  was  made  for  a  new 
trial,  and  a  rule  nisi  having  been  granted,  the  argument 

(a)  1  B.  &  C.  1.        {h)  2  M.  &  W.  602,        (c)  4  A.  &  £.  448. 
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1848.^  took  place  a  few  days  ago.  It  was  an  action  for  tobacco 
sold  and  delivered,  and  goods  bargained  and  sold,  to  which 
there  was  a  plea  ofthe  general  issue.  It  appeared  on  the  trial, 
before  my  brother  Wightmauj  that  the  contract  for  the  pur- 
chase of  the  tobacco,  which  was  in  bond  in  Liverpool,  was 
made  through  the  medium  of  a  broker  at  Liverpool,  who, 
having  authority  from  both  parties,  received  and  trans- 
mitted samples  to  the  defendant;  and,  having  made  the 
contract,  gave  the  usual  bought  note  to  the  defendant,  and 
sale  note  to  the  plaintiff.  Both  notes  agreed.  The  con- 
tract was  [His  Lordship  read  the  bought  note].  The  to- 
bacco was  delivered  to  the  carrier  at  Liverpool  for  the  de- 
fendant, and  carried  to  London  and  placed  in  bond.  Mr. 
Watsony  for  the  defendant,  made  two  points: — First,  that 
the  broker  was  appointed  with  limited  authority  to  buy 
by  sample  only,  and  that  the  defendant  was  not  bound  by 
the  contract 

It  appears,  however,  that  the  learned  judge  offered  to 
submit  this  part  of  the  case  to  the  jury  upon  the  evidence, 
and  the  objection  cannot  now  avaiL 

The  other  and  more  material  point  was  this : — He  of- 
fered evidence  of  the  universal  usage,  that  on  a  sale  of 
tobacco,  it  was  understood  to  be  by  sample,  though  not 
mentioned  to  be  so  in  the  contract ;  and  the  question  is, 
whether  such  evidence  was  admissible  ?    There  is  no  doubt 
that  in  mercantile  transactions,  and  others  of  ordinary  occur- 
rence, evidence  of  established  usage  is  admissible,  not  merely 
to  explain  the  terms  used,  but  to  annex  customary  incidents. 
In  the  case  of  Huttan  v.  Warren  (a),  the  law  on  this  subject 
I  was  laid  down  fully,  and  the  limitations  pointed  out.     Such 
I  usage  is  admissible  when  it  is  not  expressly  or  impliedly 
\  excluded  by  the  tenor  of  the  written  instrument.     The 
question  then  is,  whether  by  implication  that  usage  is  ex- 
cluded in  this  case  ?  For  the  purposes  of  the  argument,  it 

(a)  1  M.  &  W.  466. 
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most  be  aflsomed,  that  in  the  tobacco  trade,  whenever  a  1848. 
sale  of  tobacco  took  place,  and  the  bought  note  was  silent 
oo  that  subject,  and  when  samples  were  delivered,  it  was 
the  prevailing  usage  that  the  vendor  was  understood  to 
agree  that  the  bulk  should  correspond  with  them.  This 
undoubtedly  amounts  to  a  parol  warranty  or  agreement  thatj 
ihe  bulk  should  correspond  with  the  sample.  If  the! 
goods  have  not  been  delivered,  or  the  property  has  not 
passed  by  the  bargeun,  (a  question  depending  upon  the  terms 
of  the  bai^gain  for  a  specific  chattel),  this  agreement  autho- 
rises the  purchaser  to  refuse  to  receive  the  article  sold,  or 
complete  the  bargain.  If  he  does  receive  it,  or  the  property 
does  pass,  he  may  sue  on  the  agreement,  or  ^ve  it  in  evi- 
dence in  mitigation  of  damages,  according  to  the  authority 
of  Street  v.  Blay  (a).  Now,  the  offer  in  this  case  was  to 
prove  an  usage  annexing  an  additional  term  to  the  contract 
not  inconsistent  with  it,  unless,  indeed,  the  term  ''  custom- 
ary allowances"  excludes  this  additional  term  on  the  prin- 
dple  of ''  expressio  unius  est  exclusio  alterius."  But  it  seems 
to  us  that  this  expression  was  used  for  a  different  purpose, 
aDuding  probably  to  some  compensation  for  trifling  damages, 
and  that  it  lias  not  the  effect  of  excluding  evidence  of  an 
implied  agreement  of  correspondence  with  the  sample. 

Bule  absolute. 

(a)  2  B.  &  Add.  466. 
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1848. 

Feb.  6.       The  Newrt  and  Ennibkillen  Bailway  Compakt  v, 

Edmunds. 

Under  the         JJeBT  under  the  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act, 

Companies 

Clauses  Conso-  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  16,  6.  26,  to  lecover  the  amount  of  two  calls 
&  9^kt.  c!i6)  ^^  ^^  shares  in  the  Newry  and  EnniskiUen  E^waj  Com- 

a  resolution  by    pany. 
directors  to         *      •' 

make  "a  call"  The  defendant  pleaded  never  indebted,  and  also  pleas 
either  the  time  denying  that  the  defendant  was  the  holder  of  the  shares,  and 
mMJTbut'SIe^"  *^*^  *^®  *^®  ^^^  made. — Upon  which  issues  were  joined, 
directors  must        ^t  the  trial  before  Lord  Demnan,  C.  J.,  at  the  Surrey 

appoint  a  time  __. 

and  place,  which  Spring  Assizes,  1847,  the  following  facts  appeared: — The 

to  the  share.  Company  was  incorporated  by  the  8  &  9  Vict,  c  cxxix, 

noti^'iSfo*  •  *"^  *^®  ^^*  general  meeting  was  held  on  the  20th  August, 

twenty-one  1845.     The  defendant  was  not  an  original  aUottee  of  the 

ment.        '  shares  in  question,  but  had  purchased  in  the  market  the 

of  script  scrip  certificates,  which  in  September,  1845,  and  before 

tificatesfor  either  of  the  calls  were  made,  he  sent  to  the  company,  and 

shares  m  a  rail*  ,  ,  . 

way  company  claimed  to  be  entered  in  their  books  as  the  proprietor  of 

calls  until  his  such  shares.     His  name  was,  thereupon,  entered  on  a  drtzft 

^h^i^M^  register  of  shares,  and  a  receipt  for  the  scrip  sent  to  his 

register  of  agent.     From  this  draft  "the  alphabetical  numerical  and 

shares* 

Whether anori-  sealed  register  of  the  company"  was  made  up,  and  the 
would  in  mJrfi  Corporate  seal  aflixed  to  it  on  the  27th  of  February,  1846, 
case  he  liable,     ^^  ^}jg  sccond  meeting  of  the  directors,  and  after  the 

making  of  the  first  of  the  calls  for  which  this  action  was 
brought.  On  the  22nd  of  June,  1846,  there  was  a  meet- 
ing of  the  directors,  at  which  it  was  resolved,  that  the 
second  call  be  made,  and  "that  one  month's  notice  be 
given ;"  but  the  resolution  contained  no  time  or  place  for 
payment.  On  the  28th  of  June,  the  following  notice  was 
sent  to  the  defendant,  ugned  by  the  secretary  of  the 
company: — 
"  Sir, — The  directors  of  the  Newry  and  EnniskiUen  Rail- 
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way  Company  having  made  a  call  of  2L  10s.  per  share,        1848. 
payable  on  or  before  the  8th  of  August  next,  you  are       Nkwbt 
requested  to  pay  the  sum  of  £125,  being  the  amount  pay-  ^^^^^n'raiil.- 
aUe,  in  respect  of  such  call,  of  the  shares  held  by  you  in      ^^^  c®« 
this  company,   to  any  of  the  xmdermentioned  bankers,"     Edmunds. 
(then  followed  the  names  of  several  bankers).     "  The 
bankers  have  instructions  to  charge  interest  at  the  rate  of 
£5  per  cent,  per  annum  on  all  sums  wluch  shall  be  ten- 
dered after  the  said  8th  day  of  August  next" 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  objected,  that  the 
company  could  not  recover  the  first  call,  since,  at  the  time 
it  was  made,  the  defendant's  name  vrofi  not  on  the  sealed 
roister  of  shareholders;  that  the  second  call  was  insuffi- 
denty  inasmuch  as  the  resolution  did  not  state  the  time  and 
place  of  payment.  The  learned  judge  directed  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  the  calls,  reserving  leave 
for  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him. 

Bramwett  moved,  in  Easter  Term  (April  23rd). — The 
second  call  was  insufficient,  and  the  notice  was  defective 
for  want  of  a  proper  call;  so  that  the  two  together  are  not  a 
compliance  with  the  requisites  of  the  8  &  9  Yict.  c.  16. 
The  2l8t  section  of  that  statute  enacts,  ''that  the  several 
persons  who  have  subscribed  any  money  towards  the  un- 
dertaking, or  their  legal  representatives  respectively,  shall 
pay  the  sums  respectively  so  subscribed,  or  such  portions 
thereof  as  shall  from  time  to  time  be  called  for  by  the  com- 
pany, at  such  times  and  places  as  shall  be  appointed  by 
the  company."  The  following  section,  after  providing  for 
twenty-one  days'  notice,  enacts,  ''that  every  shareholder 
shall  be  liable  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  calls  so  made  in 
respect  of  the  shares  held  by  him,  to  the  persons  and  at  the 
times  and  places  from  time  to  time  appointed  by  the  com- 
pany.** Tbe  expression  ^'on  tiie  day  appointed  for  pay- 
ment" 18  also  found  in  the  23rd  section,  which  requires 
interest  to  be  paid  on  "calls"  unpud.   By  the  25th  section^ 
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"  i£,  at  the  time  appointed  by  the  company  for  the  payment 
of  any  call,  any  shareholder  shall  fail  to  pay  the  amount  of 
such  call,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  company  to  sue  such 
shareholder,''  &c.  K  the  22nd  section  had  not  contained 
any  provision  as  to  notice,  it  is  evident  that  the  resolution 
of  a  call  must  have  appointed  a  time  and  place  for  pay- 
ment It  will,  perhaps,  be  said,  that  the  provision  as  to 
twenty-one  days'  notice  shews,  that ''  a  time  appointed  by 
the  company  "  must  be  the  time  appointed  by  that  notice ; 
for  as  the  notice  might  be  given  after  the  day  appointed  by 
the  resolution,  and  as  the  shareholder  could  not  be  sued 
until  twenty-one  days  after  notice,  the  time  appointed  for 
payment  must  be  a  time  after  twenty-one  days'  notice* 
That,  however,  is  not  the  true  construction ;  the  meaning 
of  the  enactment  is,  that  no  action  shall  be  brought  unless 
notice  be  given.  [Parke,  B. — In  a  case  of  the  Great  North 
of  England  Railway  v.  Biddulph  (a),  this  Court  held  that  the 
resolution  need  not  specify  the  place  for  payment]  The 
object  of  the  23rd  and  25th  sections  were  not  to  ^ve  the 
company  a  right  of  action,  but  to  make  the  shareholder 
liable  to  interest,  if  he  failed,  after  notice,  to  pay  on  the 
day  appointed.  [Parke,  B. — ^Does  the  word  "  call "  mean 
anything  more  than  a  call  for  money ;  and  is  not  a  call 
for  money  an  application  for  money?  If  so,  the  L^isla- 
ture  says,  that  there  shall  be  an  application  for  money  to 
each  subscriber.  Your  argument  is,  not  that  the  company 
shall  do  it  uniformly,  but  that  it  is  a  condition  precedent 
that  they  shall.]  The  26th  section  uses  the  word  *'call" 
in  a  different  sense,  and  as  meaning  the  amount  to  be  paid. 
When  the  call  is  made,  a  certain  day  must  be  appointed 
for  payment ;  and  before  a  shareholder  can  be  sued,  twenty- 
one  days'  notice  must  be  given.  The  act  of  Parliament 
becomes  consistent  if  read  in  this  way, — ^make  a  general 
call,  give  a  time  and  place  for  payment,  and  also  twenty- 
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one  days'  notice,  and  then  jou  may  maintain  an  action.   K  1M8. 

the  twenty-one  days'  notice  be  giren  prior  to  the  time  ap-  Kbwrt 

pointed  for  payment  by  the  resolution  making  the  call,  h^llbn  ^RaiL- 

then  you  are  entitied  to  interest.  ^^^  Co. 

He  then  argued  that  the  defendant  was  not  liable  to  Eomumds. 
the  first  call,  as  his  name  was  not  on  the  sealed  register  at 
the  time  that  call  was  made. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — The  Court  think  you  are  entitied  to  a 
rule  on  that  point.  With  respect  to  the  other  objection,  it 
appears  to  me  that  there  is  no  foundation  for  it. 

Parke,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  dear  tiiat 
the  word  "call"  is  used  in  the  act  in  two  different  senses^ 
In  one  part  it  means,  the  applications  to  the  shareholders  to 
pay;  and  in  another,  tiie  amount  to  be  paid.  The  sections 
which  empower  the  company  to  make  calls  contain  no  ex^ 
frets  direction  that  the  same  application  shall  be  made  to 
each  individual  for  the  same  portion  of  the  sum  originally 
subscribed.  Probably  tiie  directors  may  be  imder  an  objec* 
tion  to  do  so,  but  I  am  certainly  of  opinion  that  it  is  not  a 
condition  precedent  to  their  right  to  recoyer  the  amount  of 
the  calL  If  it  were  so  held,  tiie  affairs  of  these  companies 
would  be  in  the  greatest  confusion;  for  suppose  a  notice  by 
accident  mislaid,  the  consequence  would  be,  that  the  share- 
holder for  whom  it  was  intended  would  not  be  bound  to  pay 
his  call,  and  those  who  had  already  paid  on  individual  notices, 
and  who  might  be  supposed  to  have  paid  on  the  faith  that  tiie 
call  was  made  on  each  equally,  would  have  a  right  to  daim 
from  the  directors  tiie  money  they  had  paid,  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  paid  under  a  mistake  of  the  facts.  That  con- 
struction would  be  fraught  with  such  evil  consequences,  that 
I  think  it  impossible,  (putting  a  reasonable  interpretation  on 
the  act  of  Parliament),  to  say  that  the  Legislature  intended 
that  what  they  have  not  expressly  declared,  but  which  is 
only  implied,  should  amount  to  a  condition  precedent     I 
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1848.        am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  it  is  not  a  condition  precedent 
NBwmr      that  each  party  should  have  notice  to  pay  the  amount  of 
w^B^  rIil.  hifl  call  at  the  same  time  and  place.     It  follows  that  the 
WAT  Co.      resolution  to  make  a  call  need  not  specify  either  the  time 
EoMVNDB.     or  place  for  payment;  but  the  directors  must  appoint  a 
lime  and  place,  which  must  be  notified  to  the  shareholder  by 
a  notice,  allowing  him  twenty-one  days  for  tiie  puipose  of 
payment.     The  case  of  the  Great  North  of  England  RaUr- 
tocy  y.  Biddidph  (a)  proves,  that  the  resolution  need  not  con- 
tain the  place  of  payment;  and  I  think  that  by  implication 
it  also  proves,  that  it  need  not  contain  the  time  of  payment. 
The  resolution  is  nothing  more  than  a  determination,  that 
thereafter  "  a  call"  shall  be  made,  that  is,  that  an  application 
shall  be  made  to  each  shareholder  for  a  proportion  of  his 
share;  and  it  is  enough  if  the  directors  appoint  a  time  or 
place,  either  by  public  advertisement,  (where  such  a  mode  is 
allowed  by  the  private  act),  as  in  the  case  referred  to,  or  un- 
der the  general  act,  by  an  individual  notice  to  each  share- 
holder: consequentiy  that  objection  cannot  prevaiL 

Platt,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused  as  to  that  point;  granted  on  the  other. 

Shee,  Seijt,  Petersdarff,  and  JE.  James  now  shewed  cause. 
— The  defendant  was  liable  as  a  proprietor,  although  the 
register  upon  which  his  name  appears  was  not  sealed.  The 
case  of  the  Cheltenham  and  Great  Western  Vman  llaSway 
Company  v.  Price  (b)  will  probably  be  relied  upon  by  the 
other  cdde.  There  the  act  incorporating  the  company  (6 
WilL  4,  c.  77)  enacted,  that,  in  an  action  for  calls,  the 
book  of  shares,  under  the  seal  of  the  company,  should  be 
prim&  &Gie  evidence  that  a  parfy  was  proprietor  of  shares. 
It  appeared  that  a  call  was  made  in  October,  1836,  and  that 

(a)  7  M.  &  W.  243.  (5)9C.&P.55. 
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the  book  of  ahares,  which  contained  the  name  of  the  defend-  1848. 
int  aa  a  shareholder,  was  made  up  before  the  end  of  Sep-  nbwry 
tember,  1836,  from  claims  sent  in  by  different  parties,  but  ^^^  ^'rIiL. 
the  seal  was  not  affixed  to  it  till  November,  1836.  Under  way  Co. 
those  circumstances,  Lord  Denman  ruled  that  this  book  was  Eomomos. 
no  etidenoe  that  the  defendant  was  a  proprietor  of  shares  at 
the  time  of  the  call  in  October,  1836.  Here,  however,  there 
is  other  evidence  to  show  that  the  defendant  was.  a  share- 
holder, for  he  by  letter  declared  himself  the  owner  of  fifty 
shares,  and  claimed  to  have  his  name  entered  on  the  register 
as  such  owner.  The  sealing  of  the  register  is  not  essential 
to  constitute  a  shareholder,  but  is  merely  a  mode  of  authen- 
ticating the  draft  register;  and  the  fact  of  proprietorship  may 
be  proved  by  evidence  aliunde.  By  the  6th  section  of  the 
local  act,  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  cxxiz,  the  company  are  authorised 
''to  make  on  the  shareholders"  calls  to  a  certain  limited 
amount;  and  the  defendant  was  ''a  shareholder"  within  the 
meaning  of  that  section*  The  8th  section  of  the  8  &  9 
Vict.  c.  16,  declares,  that  ''every  person  who  shall  have  sub- 
scribed the  prescribed  sum,  or  upwards,  to  the  capital  of 
the  company,  or  shall  otherwise  have  become  entitled  to  a 
share  in  the  company,  and  whose  name  shall  have  been 
entered  on  the  register  of  shareholders  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, shall  be  deemed  a  shareholder  of  the  company." 
Although  the  defendant  may  not  be  a  subscriber  within 
the  meaning  of  that  section,  he  is  at  all  events  a  person  who 
has  "otherwise  become  entitled  to  a  share  in  the  company." 
The  9th  section  enacts,  that  "  the  company  shall  keep  a 
book  to  be  called  '  The  Register  of  Shareholders ;'  and  in 
such  book  shall  be  fairly  and  distinctly  entered,  from  time 
to  time,  the  names  of  the  several  corporations,  and  the 
names  and  additions  of  the  several  persons  entitled  to  shares 
in  the  company,  together  with  the  number  of  shares  to 
which  such  shareholders  shall  be  respectively  entitled,  dis- 
tinguishing each  share  by  its  number,  and  the  amount  of  the 
subscriptions  paid  on  such  shares,  and  the  surnames  and 
corporate  names  of  the  sud  shareholdera  shall  be  placed  in 
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alphabetical  order;  and  such  book  shall  be  authenticated  hj 
the  common  seal  of  the  company  being  affixed  thereto;  and 
such  authentication  shall  take  place  at  the  first  ordinary 
meeting  or  at  the  next  subsequent  meeting  of  the  company, 
and  so,  from  time  to  timci  at  each  ordinary  meeting  of  the 
company."    No  mention  is  made  in  that  section  of  the 
effect  of  authentication,  or  wliat  is  the  effect  of  the  registry 
if  no  authentication  takes  place.     But  the  28th  section 
enacts,  that  *^  the  production  of  the  register  of  shareholders 
shall  be  prim&  fieude  evidence  of  such  defendant  being  a 
shareholder,  and  of  the  number  and  amount  of  his  shares." 
Those  provisions  are  for  the  protection  of  the  company,  not 
for  the  benefit  of  shareholders  reluctant  to  pay  their  calls. 
The  18th  and  33rd  sections  shew,  that  proprietorship  is 
contemplated  as  capable  of  existing,  although  there  is  no 
sealed  register.    The  former  section  enacts,  that,  **  if  the 
interest  in  any  share  have  become  transmitted  in  conse- 
quence of  the  death,  or  bankruptcy,  or  insolvency  of  any 
shareholder,  or  in  consequence  of  the  marriage  of  a  female 
shareholder,  or  by  any  other  lawful  means  than  by  a  trans- 
fer according  to  the  provisions  of  this  or  the  special  act,  such 
transmission  shall  be  authenticated  by  a  declaration  in  writr 
ing,  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  or  in  such  other  manner  as 
the  directors  shall  require ;  and  every  such  declaration  shall 
state  the  manner  in  which,  and  tiie  party  to  whom,  such 
share  shall  have  been  so  transmitted,  and  shall  be  made  and 
signed  by  some  credible  person,  before  a  justice,  or  before 
a  master  or  master  extraordinary  of  the  High  Court  of 
Chancery;  and  such  declaration  shall  be  left  witii  the  secre* 
tary,  and  thereupon  he  shall  enter  the  name  of  the  person 
entitled,  under  such  transmisnon,  in  the  register  of  share- 
holders ;  and  for  every  such  entry  the  company  may  de- 
mand any  sum  not  exceeding  the  prescribed  amount ;  and 
where  no  amount  shall  be  prescribed,  then  not  exceeding 
five  shillings;  and,  until  such  transmission  has  been  so  au- 
thenticated, no  person  claiming,  by  virtue  of  any  such  trans- 
mission, shall  be  entitied  to  receive  any  share  of  the  profits 
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of  Uie  ondertakingy  nor  to  vote  in  respect  of  anj  such  share 
as  the  holder  thereof."  Therefore,  a  person  in  whom  shares 
had  become  vested  by  transmission  would,  if  he  had  com-  ^i^,!*,^  "ra'l- 
plied  with  the  provisions  of  that  section,  enjoy  all  the  rights  ^^^  C^* 
of  a  shareholder  upon  the  mere  entry  of  his  name  on  the  Edmunds. 
register,  which  need  not  be  sealed  until  the  next  general 
meetiiig  of  the  company.  Agun,  by  the  33rd  section,  a 
sealed  register  is  not  conadered  essential  to  the  proprietor- 
ship of  shares.  That  section  enacts,  that  **  a  declaration  in 
writing,  by  some  credible  person  not  interested  in  the 
matter,  made  before  any  justice,  or  before  any  master  or 
master  extraordinary  of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery,  that 
the  call  in  respect  of  a  share  was  made,  and  notice  thereof 
given,  and  that  default  in  payment  of  the  call  was  made, 
and  that  the  forfeiture  of  the  share  was  declared  and  con- 
firmed in  manner  thereinbefore  required,  shall  be  sufficient 
evidence  of  the  facts  therein  stated ;  and  such  declaration, 
and  the  receipt  of  the  treasurer  of  the  company  for  the  price 
of  such  share,  shall  constitute  a  good  title  to  such  share, 
and  a  certificate  of  proprietorship  shall  be  delivered  to  such 
purchaser,  and  therefore  he  shall  be  deemed  the  holder  of 
such  share,  discharged  from  all  calls  due  prior  to  such  pur- 
chase ;  and  he  shall  not  be  bound  to  see  to  the  application  of 
the  purchase-money,  nor  shall  his  title  to  such  share  be 
affected  by  any  irregularity  in  the  proceedings  in  reference 
to  such  sale.^  A  new  proprietor  has  no  means  of  compel- 
ling the  company  to  affix  their  seal  to  the  register,  and  it 
would  be  hard  if  his  privileges  or  liabilities  depended  on 
their  so  doing.  [Parke^  B. — ^The  8th  section  of  the  8  &  9 
Vict.  c.  16,  says,  that  ^*  every  person  who  shall  have  sub- 
scribed the  prescribed  sum,  &c.,  or  shall  otherwise  have  be- 
come  entitled  to  a  share  in  the  company,  and  (not  or)  whose 
name  shall  have  been  entered  on  the  register  of  shareholders, 
shall  be  deemed  a  shareholder."]  That  is,  in  order  to  exer- 
cise the  rights  of  a  shareholder.  The  27th  section  says,  that 
in  an  action  for  calls,  it  shall  be  sufficient  to  prove  that  the 
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1848.        defendant  was  a  shareholder  at  the  time  the  call  was  made ; 
Nkwrt      and  the  28th  section  makes  the  production  of  the  register 
KiLLBN 'rail-  P'™^  evidence  of  that  fact     It  is  not  open  to  the  defendant 
WAT  Co.      to  say  that  his  name  is  not  on  the  register,  if  the  company 
Edmuwds.     prove,  in  point  of  fact^  that  he  is  a  shareholder.   The  inter- 
pretation clause,  section  3,  declares  that  the  word  *'  share- 
holder** shall  mean  **  shareholder,  proprietor,  or  member  of 
the  company,**  not  a  person  whose  name  is  on  the  register* 
[Plattf  B. — The  8th  section  should  be  read  as  if  the  words 
'^  shareholder,  proprietor,  or  member  of  the  company**  were 
introduced  into  it.] 

Montagu  Chambers  and  BramweU  appeared  to  support 
the  rule,  but  were  not  called  upon. 

Parke,  B. — The  rule  must  be  absolute.  These  com*- 
panies  appear  perfectly  satisfied  as  soon  as  they  have  ob- 
tained their  acts  of  Parliament,  and  never  trouble  them- 
selves to  look  into  the  clauses  and  see  what  is  required  to 
be  done  by  them.  By  the  8th  section  of  the  general  act, 
all  persons  who  have  subscribed  to  the  company,  or  have 
otherwise  become  entitled  to  share  in  it,  are  to  be  deemed 
shareholders,  which  the  interpretation  clause  explains  to 
mean  **  shareholders,  proprietors,  or  members  of  the  com- 
pany.** Then,  by  the  9th  section,  the  company  are  required 
to  enter  in  a  book,  to  be  called  **  The  Register  of  Share- 
holders,** the  names  of  all  persons  entitled  to  shares,  with 
the  number  of  shares  to  which  each  is  entitled,  which  book 
is  to  be  authenticated  by  the  seal  of  the  company.  By  the 
28th  section,  this  register  is  made  primd  facie  evidence  of  a 
party  therein  named  being  a  shareholder;  it  is  not,  however, 
conclusive,  for  he  may,  notwithstanding,  shew  that  his 
name  has  been  put  there  without  his  consent.  By  the  27th 
section,  the  company,  in  actions  for  calls,  must  prove  that 
the  defendant  was  a  shareholder  in  the  undertaking  at  the 
time  the  call  was  made ;  that  is,  a  shareholder,  in  the  sense 
of  the  8th  and  9th  sections.     The  result  is,  that  there  is  no 
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raster  until  after  it  is  sealed ;  and  no  person  who  was  not 
an  original  aubscriber  can  be  liable  as  a  shareholder,  unless 
his  name  is  on  a  sealed  roister.  Probably  that  is  required  ,^^",]f 'r  "2- 
both  in  the  case  of  an  original  subscriber  and  a  transferee  of  ^^ ^  ^o* 
scrip.  It  is  only  necessary,  in  this  case,  to  say  that  a  trans- 
feree is  not  liable  for  caUs  until  after  his  name  is  entered  on 
a  sealed  regbter.  That  was  not  done  here  until  after  the 
first  call  was  made ;  and  the  rule  must,  therefore,  be  absolute. 


p. 

Edmunds. 


Aloebson,  B.,  and  Platt,  B.,  concurred. 


Rule  absolute. 


WmrwELL  V.  Harrison. 


Feb.  18. 


Assumpsit  on  a  policy  of  assurance  on  the  ship  "Go-  A  vessel  was  in- 
Temor  Halket,"  at  and  from  Liverpool  to  Quebec,  during  from  Liverpool 
her  stay  there,  and  from  thence  back  to  her  discharging  port  Sg^^^y "" 
in  the  United  Ejngdom,  and  until  she  had  moored  at  anchor  ^«i^>  and  from 

.  thenceback  to 

twenty-four  hours  m  good  safety.      Averment,  '^that  the  her  discharging 
sbipf  with  goods  on  board,  departed  and  set  sail  on  her  voy-  Ignited  Khig. 
age  back  from  Quebec  to  her  discharging  port  in  the  United  ^"^ad^^^^ 
Kingdom,  to  wit,  Wallasey  Pool;  and  afterwards,  and  at  anchor  twen. 

11*11-  ^.  1  ^  %    n        ty-fonrhott«in 

whilst  the  ship  was  so  proceedmg  on  her  voyage,  and  before  mod  safety." 
ske  had  arrived  at  her  discharging  port  in  the  United  E[iDg-  chartond  to^ 
dom,  to  wit,  at  Wallasey  Pool  aforesaid,  or  had  been  moored  **^  <m  boarfa 

^  cargo  of  timber 

at  Qnebec,  and 
to  proceed 
therewith  to  WsUssej  Pool,  in  the  river  Mersey,  or  ss  near  thereto  as  she  could  safely  get,  and 
thendjaehaige  her  cargo.  The  vessel  sailed  Cram  Qnebec  on  the  23rd  July,  1845,  and  arrived 
in  the  Mersey  on  the  4th  September,  snd  anchored  at  the  Bell  Buoy.  The  next  morning  she 
VBS  towed  np  by  a  steam-boat,  and  came  abreast  of  Wallasey  Pool;  bat,  bdng  vnable  to  enter  the 
pool  by  reason  of  her  too  great  draft  of  water,  the  captain  andiored  and  proceeded  to  Liverpool  to 
Kport  the  vessel,  and  engaged  Inmpersto  discharge  the  cargo  at  a  fixed  rate  of  payment,  which  was 
to  ioclvde  the  expense  cMf  rafting  the  timber  from  the  vessel  into  Wallasey  Pool,  and  discharged 
bis  crew,  as  was  nsoal  on  a  ship  s  arrival  at  Liverpool.  He  then  proceeded  to  discharge  the  deck 
csfgo,  sad  afterwards  a  considerable  portion  of  the  other  cargo,  by  the  usual  mode,  at  the  stem 
port ;  and  after  oocnpyixig  in  this  way  several  days,  the  ship,  on  the  14th  September,  fell  over 
snd  sustained  damage.  The  captam  always  intended  to  take  the  vessel  into  Wallasey  Pool  wi^ 
as  mneh  of  the  cargo  on  board  as  he  could  carry  with  safety : — Heid,  that,  under  the  above  car- 
comstsnces,  the  underwriters  were  not  liable,  the  vessel  having  been  moored  in  safety  twenty-four 
bows  after  her  arrival  at  her  port  of  discharge. 
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^^1848^  at  anchor  at  her  said  diachai^Dg  port  twenty-four  hoars  in 
Whitwbll  good  safety/'  she  was  stranded,  bulged,  and  damaged. 
H AB11I80N.  ^^^  defendant  pleaded  (with  other  pleas)  a  plea,  traversing 
in  terms  the  averment  that  the  ship  was  lost  while  proceed- 
ing on  her  voyage,  and  before  she  had  arrived  back  to  her 
discharging  port,  and  had  moored  at  anchor  twenty-four 
hours  in  good  safety. — Upon  which  issue  was  joined. 

At  the  trial,  before  Rolfe^  B.,  at  the  Liverpool  Spring 
Assizes  1847,  it  appeared  that  the  vessel  was  chartered  to 
take  on  board  at  Quebec  a  cargo  of  timber,  and  to  proceed 
therewith  to  Wallasey  Pool,  in  the  river  Mersey,  or  as  near 
thereto  as  she  could  safely  get,  and  there  discharge  her  cargo. 
On  the  23rd  of  July,  1845,  the  vessel  sailed  from  Quebec; 
on  the  3rd  of  September  she  made  Point  Lynas,  and  on 
the  following  day  anchored  off  the  Bell  Buoy,  at  the  en- 
trance of  the  river  Mersey.  The  next  day  she  was  towed 
up  the  river  by  a  steam-tug,  and  came  abreast  of  Wallasey 
Pool;  but,  not  being  able  to  enter  the  pool  for  want  of  suf- 
ficient water,  she  anchored  off  Seacombe.  The  captain 
then  proceeded  to  Liverpool  to  report  the  vessel ;  and  on 
the  6th  he  discharged  all  the  crew  but  eight  men.  He 
then  commenced  lightening  the  vessel  for  the  purpose  of 
getting  into  the  pool,  and  engaged  lumpers  to  discharge  the 
cargo  at  a  fixed  rate  of  payment,  which  was  to  include 
the  expense  of  rafting  the  timber  from  the  vessel  into 
the  pool.  On  the  8th,  he  cUscharged  the  remainder  of  the 
crew,  except  the  mate  and  carpenter,  and  unloaded  all  the 
deck  cargo.  The  vessel  being  thus  lightened,  he  was 
enabled  to  unload  a  considerable  part  of  the  cargo  by  the 
stem  port;  and  he  continued  to  discharge  the  cargo  and 
raft  the  timber  into  the  pool  until  the  14th  of  September, 
when  she  fell  over  and  sustained  the  damage  for  which  the 
present  action  was  brought  It  was  proved  that  the  cap- 
tain always  intended  ultimately  to  take  the  vessel  into 
Wallasey  Pool,  with  as  much  of  the  cargo  on  board  as  he 
could  carry  with  safety. — On  the  opening  of  the  defend- 


V, 

Haaeison. 
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ant's  case,  the  learned  judge  ruled^  that,  under  the  above  1848. 
dicuinstanceay  the  underwriters  were  not  liable,  inasmuch  whitwbll 
as  the  vessel  had  moored  in  safety  twentj-four  hours  after 
her  arrival  at  her  port  of  discharge,  or  as  near  thereto  as 
she  could  safely  do,  and  that  the  captain  had  discharged  a 
substantial  part  of  the  cargo ;  and  his  Lordship  directed  a 
yerdict  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  to  set  amde  the  verdict, 
and  for  a  new  trial, 

Martin  and  Crompton  shewed  cause  in  Hilary  Term 
(January  20). — The  question  is,  at  what  time  did  the  risk 
of  the  underwriters  terminate  ?  If  the  vessel  had  arrived 
at  Wallasey  Pool,  and  had  there  remained,  with  her  crew 
on  board,  waiting  to  proceed  to  her  place  of  destination,  it 
cannot  be  denied  that  the  policy  would  have  been  in  force. 
But  admitting  the  true  construction  of  the  policy  to  be, 
that  the  risk  shall  continue  until  the  arrival  of  the  vessel 
*^at  the  wharf  of  her  discharging  port,"  still  the  ruling  of 
the  learned  judge  was  correct ;  for  the  captain  had  dis- 
charged his  crew  altogether,  and  had  proceeded  to  discharge 
part  of  the  cargo.  On  that  ground  the  present  case  is  dis- 
tinguishable from  Samuel  Y.  The  Royal  Exchange  Assurance 
Company  {ay  There  the  vessel  was  insured  from  Sierra 
Leone  to  London,  and  the  insurance  was  to  endure  until 
she  had  been  moored  in  good  safety  twenty-four  hours. 
The  vessel  arrived  in  the  evening  of  the  18th  of  February, 
and  the  captain,  having  orders  to  take  her  into  the  Eang's 
Dockj  at  Deptfordf  moored  her  near  the  dock  gates.  On 
the  following  morning  he  was  informed  at  the  dock  that 
no  order  for  his  admittance  had  been  received,  but  that  if  it 
had,  the  vessel  could  not  be  then  admitted,  on  account  of 
the  quantity  of  ice  in  the  river.  The  order  was  sent  by 
the  Navy  Board  on  the  21st,  but,  on  account  of  the  ice,  the 

(a)  8  B.  &  C.  119. 

VOL.  n.  X  EXCH. 
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1848.  ship  could  not  be  moved  until  the  27th ;  and  then,  in  warp- 
Whitwbll  ^^S  ^^^  towards  the  dock,  a  rope  broke,  she  grounded,  and 
Ha&u  ^^  totally  lost     The  jury  found  that  the  vessel  remained 

at  her  moorings  from  the  18th  to  the  27th  of  February  on 
account  of  the  ice,  and  not  for  want  of  an  order  to  enter 
the  dock.  Upon  that  finding  it  was  held,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover ;  for  that,  the  place  where  the  vessel 
was  moored  not  being  the  place  of  her  ultimate  destination, 
the  policy  did  not  expire  when  she  had  been  there  in  safety 
twenty-four  hours;  and  as  the  vessel  remained  at  those 
moorings  on  account  of  the  ice,  and  not  waiting  for  the 
order,  the  underwriters  were  not  discharged  by  the  delay. 
The  correct  rule  on  this  subject  is  laid  down  in  the  case  of 
Leiffh  V.  Mather  (a).  There  the  ship  was  insured  at  and 
from  Georgia  to  Jamaica,  and  till  moored  twenty-four 
hours  in  safety.  The  ship  sailed  from  Geoigia,  and  arrived 
at  Montego  Bay,  in  the  island  of  Jamaica.  She  renudned 
there  nearly  a  month,  and  then  sailed  for  St.  Ann's,  in  that 
island,  and  was  lost  in  her  passage  thither.  The  defence 
was,  that  the  policy  ended  on  the  ship's  arrival  at  Montego 
Bay,  and  remaining  there  twenty-four  hours^  and  that 
the  loss  was,  therefore,  not  within  the  policy,  it  having 
happened  after  her  departure.  Lord  Kenyan  said,  *^that 
where  a  ship  is  insured  to  any  particular  port  of  delivery, 
if  by  stress  of  weather  she  is  forced  into  a  different  port, 
and  there  discharges  part  of  her  cargo,  and  afterwards 
proceeds  to  her  port  of  delivery,  he  was  of  opinion  that 
the  policy  remained  good ;  but  that  where  a  ship,  under  a 
general  policy  to  Jamaica,  and  until  moored  twenty-four 
hours,  came  to  any  port,  and  there  voluntarily  remained, 
and  discharged  part  of  her  cargo,  such,  in  his  opinion,  put 
an  end  to  the  policy,  after  remaining  there  twenty- four 
hours,  whether  the  policy  was  on  the  ship  or  goods."  In 
Dalffkish  V.  Brooke  (£),  the  insurance  was  on  goods  from 

(a)  1  Esp.  411.  (5)  15  East,  205. 
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London  to  any  ports  or  places  in  the  Baltic,  with  liberty  to  1848. 
touch,  stay,  and  trade  at  aU  places,  and  to  take  in  and  dis-  Whitwsll 
charge  goods  wheresoever  the  ship  might  touch  at,  but  hamibow. 
warranted  free  from  capture  or  seizure  in  the  ship's  port  of 
dtsdiaige.  The  ship  arrived  in  the  outer  road  of  Pillau, 
which  is  a  bar  harbour,  where  large  ships  are  obliged  to 
discharge  part  of  their  cargoes  into  lighters,  to  enable  them 
to  go  over  the  bar  into  the  other  harbour,  where  they  dis- 
diaige  the  remainder.  The  captain,  having  anchored, 
went  on  shore  to  report  his  ship  and  cargo,  and  obtain  per- 
misrion  to  discharge  his  cargo ;  and  after  a  delay  of  five  or 
six  days  returned  on  board,  accompanied  by  Prussian  sol- 
diers and  a  pilot,  who  took  possession  of  the  ship  and  cargo, 
and  discharged  part  of  it  into  a  lighter,  in  the  place  where 
the  ship  remuned  at  anchor,  and  afterwards  carried  her  over 
the  bar  into  the  inner  harbour,  where  the  goods  were  even- 
toally  confiscated ;  and  it  was  held,  that  this  was  an  arrival 
in  the  captain's  elected  port  of  discharge ;  and  that  the  tm- 
derwriters  were  not  liable  fi:)r  the  loss  by  seizure  there.  So 
here,  **  the  port  of  discharge  "  means  that  place  where  the 
captain  thinks  proper  to  commence  discharging  a  substan- 
tial part  of  the  cargo.  Suppose  the  intention  had  been  to 
dBschatge  different  portions  of  the  cargo  at  three  different 
docks ;  is  the  policy  to  remain  in  force  until  the  vessel  had 
entered  every  one  of  the  docks  ?  It  is  clear,  that  where 
the  policy  is  on  a  voyage  to  an  island  or  district  compre- 
hending several  ports,  the  risk  on  the  outward  voyage 
ceases  after  she  has  been  moored  at  the  first  port :  Park  on 
Insurance,  73 ;  Camden  v.  Cowley  {a). 

JFatBon  and  J,  Hendersony  in  support  of  the  rule. — The 
vessePs  place  of  destination  was  Wallasey  Pool,  and  the 
removal  of  part  of  the  cargo  was  merely  to  enable  the 
vessel  to  reach  her  port  of  discharge.    The  case  of  Samuel 

(a)  1  W.  Bis.  417. 
k2 
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1848.  V.  The  Royal  Exchange  Assurance  {a)  shews  that  the  **port 
Whitwbll  of  discharge  "  means  the  place  where  the  cargo  is  to  be  ul- 
Har&ison.  timately  discharged.  Here  part  of  the  cargo  was  removed, 
but  with  the  intention  of  lightening  the  vessel^notof  discharg- 
ing the  cargo.  At  all  events,  the  question  of  intention 
should  have  been  left  to  the  jury.  In  the  case  of  Waples 
V.  Eames  (i),  the  ship  was  insured  at  and  from  Leghorn  to 
the  port  of  London,  and  till  there  moored  twenty-four 
hours  in  good  safety.  She  arrived  on  the  8th  of  July  at 
Fresh  Wharf,  and  moored,  but  was  the  same  day  served 
with  an  order  to  go  back  to  the  Hope  to  perform  a  fourteen 
days'  quarantine.  The  men  upon  this  deserted  her ;  and  on 
the  12th  of  the  month  the  captain  applied  to  be  excused 
going  back,  which  petition  was  adjourned  to  the  28th,  when 
the  Regency  ordered  her  back,  and  on  the  30th  she  went 
back,  performed  the  quarantine,  and  then  sent  up  for 
orders  to  air  the  goods,  but  before  she  returned  the  ship 
was  burnt  on  the  23rd  of  August  Lee^  C.  J.,  ruled,  '^  that 
though  the  ship  was  so  long  at  her  moorings,  yet  she  could 
not  be  said  to  be  there  in  good  safety ^  which  must  mean  the 
opportunity  of  unloading  and  discharging ;  whereas  here 
she  was  arrested  within  the  twenty-four  hours,  and  the 
hands  having  deserted,  and  the  Regency  taken  time  to  con- 
sider the  petition,  there  was  no  default  in  the  master  or 
owners."  A  similar  principle  of  construction  will  govern 
this  contract  as  that  relating  to  the  lay-days  allowed  by  a 
charter-party  for  a  ship's  discharge,  which  are  to  be  reckon- 
ed from  the  time  of  her  arrival  at  the  usual  place  of  dis- 
charge, and  not  at  the  port  merely,  though  she  should,  for 
the  purposes  of  navigation,  discharge  some  of  her  cargo  at 
the  entrance  of  the  port,  before  arriving  at  the  usual  place 
of  discharge :  Brereton  v.  Chapman  (c).  The  cases  of 
Blachenhagen  v.  Tlie  London  Assurance  Company  {d),  and 

(a)  8  B.  &  C.  119.  (e)  7  Bing.  559. 

(b)  2  Stra.  1243.  (d)  1  Camp.  464. 


HILABT  VACATION,  11  VICT.  133 

Broum  v.  Vigne  (a),  shew  that  the  true  criterion  in  this  1848. 
case  iBy  what  was  the  object  and  intention  of  the  captain  Whitwsll 
in  discharging  part  of  the  cargo  ?  It  is  stated  in  a  note  to  har&ison. 
Brown  v.  Viffne,  that  according  to  the  report  of  the  case  of 
Blackenhagen  v.  T%e  London  Assurance  Company ^  by  Mr. 
Park  (6),  Lord  EUenborough  said,  ^^that  though  a  ship, 
from  necessity^  might  be  allowed  to  take  a  circuitous  course, 
yet  the  ultimate  point  of  destination  must  ever  be  the 
same."  DalgleUh  v.  Brooke  (c)  turned  upon  the  meaning  of 
the  term  ^*  port  of  discharge,"  in  a  warranty  against  cap- 
ture; in  which  case  the  term  has  been  held  to  include  the 
whole  circuit  of  the  sea  or  river  where  the  owner  elected  to 
dischai^e.  Jarman  v.  C!oape{d)y  Keyser  v.  Scott  {e).  Levin 
y.  Neumliam  (/),  and  Raynor  y.  Pearson  (^),  decided,  that 
where  the  policy  contains  such  a  warranty,  it  is  a  question 
of  fact  for  the  jury,  whether  the  place  where  the  capture 
was  made  was  the  port  where  the  ship  meant  to  discharge. 
In  the  present  case,  the  consideration  of  that  question  was 
wholly  withdrawn  from  the  jury. — They  also  referred  to 
Laurie  v.  Douglas  (A). 

Cur.  ady.  vult. 
The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Alderson,  B. — This  was  an  action  on  a  policy  of  assu- 
rance, on  the  ship  Governor  Halket,  at  and  from  Quebec  to 
her  port  of  discharge  in  the  United  Kingdom. 

By  the  charter*party  of  the  vessel,  which  was  put  in, 
the  vessel  was  chartered  to  take  on  board  a  cargo  of  timber 


(a)  12  £a8t,  283.  (e)  4  Taunt.  660. 

lb)  Park  on  Insurance,  383,  (/)  Id.  722. 

Btli  ed.  (g)  Id.  662. 

(c)  15  East,  295.  (A)  15  M.  &  W.  746. 

(d)  13  Id.  394. 
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1848.        at  Quebec,  and  to  proceed  therewith  to  Wallasey  Pool,  in 
Whitwbll     the  river  Mersey,  or  as  near  thereto  as  she  could  safely  get, 

HabI'ison.     ^^  *^^®^®  dischaige  her  cargo. 

It  appeared  at  the  trial,  that  the  vessel  sailed  from  Que- 
bec on  the  23rd  of  July,  1845,  and  arrived  in  the  Mersey 
on  the  4th  of  September,  and  came  to  an  anchor  at  the  Bell 
Buoy  in  that  river.  The  next  morning  she  was  towed  up 
by  a  steam-boat,  and  came  abreast  of  Wallasey  Pool;  but 
being  unable  to  get  into  WaUasey  Pool,  by  reason  of  her 
too  great  draft  of  water,  the  captain  anchored  there,  and 
proceeded  to  Liverpool  to  report  the  vessel,  and  engaged 
lumpers  to  discharge  the  cargo  at  a  fized  rate  of  payment, 
which  was  to  include  the  expense  of  rafting  the  timber 
from  the  vessel  into  Wallasey  Pool,  and  discharged  his 
crew,  as  was  usual  on  a  ship's  arrival  at  Liverpool,  alto- 
gether. He  then  proceeded  to  dischaige  the  deck  caigo^ 
and  afterwards  a  considerable  portion  of  the  other  caigo> 
by  the  usual  mode,  at  the  stem  port,  from  the  hold  of  the 
vessel;  and  after  occupying  in  this  we^  several  days,  the 
ship  being  at  anchor,  on  the  14th  of  September  fell  over 
and  sustained  damage,  the  subject  of  the  present  action ; 
and  the  question  is,  whether  the  underwriters  were  at  the 
time  of  this  accident  off  the  policy,  by  reason  of  the  vessel 
having  been  moored  in  safety  twenty-four  hours  after  her 
arrival  at  her  port  of  discharge.  It  appeared  in  evidence, 
that  the  captain  always  intended  ultimately  to  carry  the 
vessel  into  Wallasey  Pool,  with  as  much  of  the  cargo  on 
board  as  she  could  carry  over  the  shallow  part  intervening 
between  his  original  anchorage  and  the  pooL  But  it  was 
also  clearly  established,  that  the  discharge  of  the  cargo  was 
going  on  in  due  course,  and  that  if  the  water  were  not  suf- 
ficient, and  no  accident  had  occurred,  the  whole  cargo 
would  have  been  discharged  in  the  place  where  the  vessel 
was  moored. 
My  Brother  Rolfe  held,  under  these  circumstances,  that 


V. 

Habrison. 
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the  underwriters  were  not  liable,  and  we  think  he  was  right        1848. 
KQ  so  hdding.  Whitwbll 

Here  the  ship  was  bound  to  Wallasey  Pool,  or  as  near 
thereto  as  she  could  safely  get,  and  it  is  clear  that  that 
was  the  intended  place  for  the  discharge  of  her  cargo. 
The  cases  on  this  subject  are  well  collected  in  Mr.  Hild- 
yard's  edition  of  Park  on  Insurance,  vpl.  i.  p.  73.  We 
were  referred  in  the  argument  to  Samuel  v.  The  Royal 
Exchange  Company  {a) ;  but  this  case  is  clearly  distinguish- 
able firom  it,  because  there  the  vessel  had  not  arrived  at 
the  place  where  any  part  of  her  cargo  was  ever  intended  to 
be  discharged :  the  vessel  here  had  on  the  5th  September 
arrived  as  near  to  Wallasey  Pool  as  she  could  safely  get, 
and  did  actually  begin  to  dischaige  her  cargo  accordingly, 
discharging  her  crew  altogether,  and  leaving  none  of  them 
on  board  for  the  purpose  of  further  navigation.  The  case 
of  Brereton  v.  Chapman  (b)  does  not  appear  to  us  at  all  to 
affect  this  question.  There  the  vessel  was  still  in  progress 
to  the  ultimate  place  for  the  discharge  of  her  whole  cargo, 
and  all  that  was  done  was  to  put  on  board  lighters  a  portion 
of  the  cargo,  in  order  that  the  vessel  might  be  enabled  there- 
by without  delay  to  proceed  with  them  to  the  usual  place 
of  discharge.  There  the  whole  crew  remained  on  board, 
and  the  vessel  was  in  all  respects  really  continuing  her 
Toyage.  Keyser  v.  Scott  (c),  and  Dalgleish  v.  Brooke  (rf), 
are  authorities  shewing  rather  that  '^  the  port  of  discharge" 
includes  the  whole  port  within  which  any  portion  of  the 
cargo  is  usually,  according  to  the  custom  of  such  port, 
taken  out  of  the  vessel  These  are  authorities  going  on  a 
totally  different  principle,  viz.,  that  of  the  construction  of  a 
warranty  frem  seizure  in  the  port  of  discharge;  but,  if  at 
all  applicable  to  the  present  question,  they  go  further  than 
this  case  requires  us  to  do. 


(a)  8  B.  &  C.  119.  (c)  4  Taunt.  660. 

(5)  7  Bing.  569.  (d)  15  East,  299. 
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1848. 


Whitwell 

V. 

Harrison. 


Upon  the  whole,  we  think  that  here  the  yessel  had 
clearly  arrived  at  her  port  of  discharge,  and  was  actually 
in  the  course  of  discharging  her  cargo,  and  had  moored 
there  twenty-four  hours  in  safety  before  the  accident 
occurred.     The  rule  therefore  must  be  discharged. 

Bule  discharged. 


Fed.  IS,      The  North  and  South  Shields  Ferrt   Company  o. 

Barker  and  Others. 

In  an  action  for  UASE. — The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  that 
of  a  ferry,  the  the  plaintifis,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of 
tile  dech^ation  *^®  grievances,  &c,  were  and  still  are  lawfully  possessed  of 
itated,  that  the  a  certain  ferry,  with  the  appurtenances,  upon  and  over  and 
poiaessed  of  a  across  the  livcr  Tyne,  between  the  towns  of  North  Shields, 
ii!^erT7ne!be^  in  the  county  of  Northumberland,  and  South  Shields,  in 
ShicidB^an?      *^®  county  of  Durham,  for  the  carriage  and  conveyance  of 

Sonth  Shields, 
for  the  convey- 
ance of  carri- 
ages, &c.,  and 
passengers,  and 
that  the  defend- 
ants disturbed 
this  ferry  by 
carrying  pass- 
engers.   The 

second  coont  stated  a  right  to  an  ancient  ferry.  The  defendants  pleaded  (inter  alia)  not  goflty, 
not  possessed,  and  also  that  the  boat  ased  by  the  defendaots  was  of  less  than  fonr  tons  burthen. 
The  company  was  incorporated  by  the  10  Geo.  4,  c.  zcfiii,  for  establishing  a  ferry  across  the 
rirer  Tyne,  within  the  limits  of  Tynemouth  and  the  townships  of  South  Shields  and  Westoe. 
Section  85  enacts,  that,  after  the  ferry  shall  be  established,  no  other  ferry  shall  be  set  up  and  used 
by  any  person  across  the  river  Tyne,  within  the  said  limits ;  and  if  any  person  (ezoept  the  com- 
pany, or  persons  acting  under  their  authority)  shall  use  any  boat  or  other  vessel  of  the  bifrthen 
of  four  tona  or  upwards,  in  ferrying  for  hire  across  the  river  within  the  limits  aforesaid,  every 
person  so  offending  shall  forfeit  £b.  At  the  time  the  above  statute  passed,  there  was  an  ancient 
ferry  across  the  river  within  the  same  limits,  which  the  company,  under  the  powers  of  their 
act,  purchased  of  the  owners: — Held,  first,  that  the  word  '*  burthen"  in  the  85th  section,  did 
not  mean  **  register  admeasurement,"  but  capacity  of  carrying.  Secondly,  that  the  latter  part 
of  the  85th  section  did  not  limit  the  general  right  of  ferry,  but  only  added  a  cumulative  remedy 
by  way  of  penalty.  Thirdly,  that  there  was  no  variance  by  reason  of  the  first  count  describing 
the  ferry  generally  from  North  Shields  to  South  Shields,  and  not  from  one  particular  terminus 
to  another.  Fourthly,  that  the  mere  act  of  ferrying  passengers  was  a  disturbance  of  the  fran- 
chise, although  the  franchise  was  not  of  a  prescriptive  ferry,  to  the  exclusion  of  all  private 
boats,  but  simply  of  a  ferry.  Fifthly,  that,  on  the  purchase  of  the  ancient  ferry  and  completion 
of  the  new  ferry,  the  former  became  extinct  by  operation  of  the  act  of  Parliament. 


carriages,  horses,  cattle,  goods,  wares,  merchandise,  and 
other  portable  articles,  and  foot  passengers,  over  the  said 
river  Tyne,  in  boats  and  vessels  kept  by  and  by  the  autho- 
rity of  them,  the  plaintiffs,  there  for  that  purpose,  taking 
for  the  same  certain  reasonable  tolls,  freights,  and  ferryages, 
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to  the  plaintifiB  in  that  behalf  due  and  of  right  payable. 
Yet  the  defendants,  well  knowing  the  premises,  but  con- 
triving to  disturb  and  injure  the  plaintiffs  in  the  peaceable 
and  lawful  enjoyment  of  their  said  ferry,  heretofore,  to  wit, 
on  the  24th  day  of  May,  a.d.  1847,  and  on  divers  other 
days  between  that  day  and  the  commencement  of  the  suit, 
unlawMly,  injurioudy,  and  wrongfully,  against  the  wiU  of 
the  plaintiffii,  carried  and  conveyed  in  a  certain  boat  of 
them,  the  said  defendants,  divers  foot  passengers  for  hire, 
over  and  across  the  said  river  Tyne,  and  upon  the  said  part 
of  the  said  river  where  the  plaintiffs  had  such  ferry  as 
aforesaid,  and  upon  and  within  the  said  ferry  of  them,  the 
plaintiffs ;  by  reason  whereof  the  plaintiffs  have  lost  divers 
great  gains  and  profits,  which  would  otherwise  have  accrued 
to  them  irom  the  said  ferry ;  and  have  been  disturbed  and 
disquieted  in  the  possession  thereof,  and  in  their  right  and 
title  thereto. 

Second  count. — That  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  com« 
mitting  the  several  grievances,  &c.,  the  plaintiffs  were  and 
still  are  possessed  of  a  certain  ancient  ferry,  with  the  ap* 
purtenances,  upon  and  over  and  across  the  river  Tyne,  be- 
tween the  towns  of  North  Shields,  in  the  county  of  Nor- 
thumberland, and  South  Shields,  in  the  county  of  Durham, 
for  the  carriage  and  conveyance,  for  certain  reasonable 
tolls,  freights,  and  ferryages,  to  the  plaintiffs  in  that  behalf 
due  and  of  right  payable,  of  foot  passengers  over  the  said 
river  Tyne,  to  the  exclusion  of  all  other  persons  carrying 
and  conveying  any  foot  passengers  for  hire  over  and  across 
the  said  river  Tyne,  upon  the  part  of  the  said  river  where  the 
plaintiffa  had  and  have  such  ferry  as  last  aforesaid,  save 
and  except  certain  persons  called  scuUermen,  carrying  and 
conveying  such  passengers  as  aforesaid,  in  certain  boats 
called  sculler-boats.  Yet  the  defendants,  well  knowing  the 
premises,  but  contriving  to  disturb  and  injure  the  plaintiffs 
in  the  peaceable  and  lawful  enjoyment  of  the  said  ferry, 
heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  24th  day  of  May,  in  the  year  of 
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1848.         our  Lord  1847^  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  be- 

North       tween  that  day  and  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  unlaw- 

^Shwlds"     ft^^'ji  injuriously,  and  wrongftilly,  and  against  the  will  of 

Fb&rt  Co.     the  plaintiffs,  carried  and  conveyed,  in  a  certain  boat  of 

Barkbr.      them,  the  said  defendants,  divers  foot  passengers  for  hire 

over  and  across  the  said  river  Tyne,  and  upon  the  said  part 

of  the  said  river  where  the  plaintiffs  had  and  have  such 

ferry  as  aforesaid,  and  upon  and  within  the  said  ferry  of 

them,  the  plaintifiB ;  they,  the  defendants,  at  the  said  several 

times,  &c.,  not  being  such  scuUermen  as  aforesaid,  and  the 

said  boat  in  which  &c.   not  being  such  sculler-boat  ae 

aforesaid ;  by  reason  whereof  the  plwitiflb  have  lost  divers 

great  gains  and  profits,  which  would  otherwise  have  accrued 

to  them  from  the  said  last-mentioned  ferry,  and  have  been 

disturbed  and  disquieted  in  the  possession  thereof,  and  in 

their  right  and  title  thereto. 

The  defendants  pleaded  (inter  alia),  first,  not  guilty.  Se- 
condly, to  the  first  count,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not 
possessed  of  the  ferry  in  that  count  mentioned.  Thirdly, 
a  similar  plea  to  the  second  count.  Fourthly,  to  the  first 
count,  that  the  plaintiffs  are  the  body  politic  and  cor- 
porate called  the  North  and  South  Shields  Ferry  Com- 
pany, mentioned  in  an  act  of  Parliament  passed  in  the  reign 
of  his  late  Majesty  King  George  theFourth,  being  "An  Act** 
&C.,  and  that  the  ferry  in  that  count  mentioned  is  the  same 
ferry  which  in  and  by  the  said  act  is  mentioned,  and  which 
the  plaintiffs  are  thereby  authorised  and  empowered  to  es- 
tablish, keep,  and  maintain;  and  that  at  the  said  several 
times  when  &c,  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  the  said  boat, 
wherein  the  defendants  carried  and  conveyed  the  foot  pas- 
sengers, was  a  boat  of  a  burthen  of  less  than  the  burthen 
of  four  tons,  to  wit,  of  the  burthen  of  three  and  a  half  tons ; 
wherefore  the  defendants,  at  the  time  when  &c,  carried  and 
conveyed  the  said  foot  passengers,  for  hire,  &c,  where  the 
plaintiffs  had  such  ferry  as  in  the  first  count  mentioned, 
and  within  the  said  ferry  of  the  plaintifis,  as  the  defendants 
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thea  lawfully  might,  for  the  cause  in  this  plea  alleged  Yeri- 
fication.  The  plaintiffs  joined  issue  on  the  three  first  pleas ; 
and  to  the  fourth  replied,  that  the  boat  in  which  &c.,  was  a 
boat  of  a  burthen  not  less  than  four  tons,  to  wit,  of  the  bur- 
then of  four  tons,  concluding  to  the  country;  and  upon  that 
rq>lication  the  defendants  joined  issue. 

At  the  trial,  before  Wtghtmany  J.,  at  the  Liverpool  Sum- 
mer Assizes,  1847,-  it  appeared  that  the  dean  and  chapter 
of  Durham,  from  time  iounemorial,  were  possessed  of  a 
ferry  across  the  river  Tyne,  within  the  limits  of  the  parish 
of  Tynemouth,  on  the  north  side  of  the  river,  and  the  town- 
ships of  South  Shields  and  Westoe,  on  the  south  side* 
The  plaintiffs  were  incorporated  by  the  10  Greo.  4,  c  xcviii, 
intituled  "  An  Act  for  establishing  a  Ferry  across  the  River 
lyne,  between  North  Shields,  in  the  county  of  Northum- 
berland, and  South  Shields,  in  thecounty  of  Durham,"  &c.  (a). 
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(a)  Sect  1—"  Whereas  there  is 
ftt  present  do  convenient  means 
of  conveyance  or  communication 
across  the  river  Tyne,  between 
the  towns  of  North  Shields,  in  the 
county  of  Northumberland,  and 
South  Shields,  in  the  county  of 
Durham :  And  whereas,  from  the 
greatly  increased  and  still  in- 
creasLng  population  of  the  said 
two  towns  of  North  and  South 
Shields,  there  is  much  necessity 
for  convenient  means  of  inter- 
course between  the  inhabitants 
thereof;  and  it  would  greatly 
contribute  to  the  advantage,  ac- 
commodation, and  safety  of  such 
inhabitants,  and  be  of  great  pub- 
lic utility,  to  have  a  convenient 
ferry  established  for  carriages, 
horses,  cattle,  goods,  wares,  mer- 
chandise, and  other  portable  arti- 
cles^ and  foot  passengers,  over  the 
river  Tyne,  between  North 


and  South  Shields  aforesaid ;  and 
to  have  a  good  road,  avenue,  way, 
or  passage  for  such  ferry,  at  North 
Shields  aforesaid,  to  and  into  the 
main  street  of  the  low  town  of 
North  Shields,  called  Duke-street; 
and,  also,  to  have  a  good  road, 
avenue,  way,  or  passage,  from 
such  ferry  at  South  Shields  afore- 
said, to  and  into  the  street  called 
Dean-street,  communicating  with 
the  market-place  in  South  Shields 
aforesaid :  And  whereas  the  se- 
veral persons  hereinafter  named 
are  willing  and  desirous  of  under- 
taking the  execution  of  the  pur- 
poses aforesaid,  and  of  being 
united  into  a  company  for  that 
purpose*'  —  enacts,  that  certain 
individuals  named,  and  other  per- 
sons from  time  to  time  proprie- 
tors, *^  their  respective  successors, 
executors,  administrators,  and  as- 
signs, shall  be,  and  they  are  here- 
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by  united  into  a  company,  for 
making,  establishing,  and  main- 
taining a  ferry  across  the  river 
Tyne,  between  North  and  South 
Shields  aforesaid,  for  carriages, 
horses,  cattle,  goods,  wares,  mer- 
chandise, and  other  portable  ar- 
ticles, and  foot  passengers,  with 
proper  roads,  avenues,  ways,  or 
passages,  to  and  from  such  ferry, 
according  to  or  consistently  with 
the  rules,  orders,  and  directions 
hereinafter  contained ;  and  for 
that  purpose  shall  be  one  body 
politic  and  corporate,  by  the  name 
and  style  of  'The  North  and 
South  Shields  Ferry  Company ;' 
and  by  that  name  shall  have  per- 
petual succession  and  a  common 
seal ;  and  by  that  name  shall  and 
may  sue  and  be  sued,  plead  and 
be  impleaded,  at  law  or  in  equity, 
and  shall  and  may  prefer  and  pro- 
secute any  bill  or  bills  of  indict- 
ment against  any  person  or  per- 
sons who  shall  commit  any  felony, 
misdemeanor,  or  any  offence  in- 
dictable by  the  laws  of  this  realm; 
and  shall  and  may  have  power 
and  authority,  from  time  to  time 
and  at  all  times,  to  purchase  and 
hold  to  them  and  their  successors 
and  assigns,  any  lands,  tenements, 
and  hereditaments,  for  the  use  of 
the  said  undertaking,  in  manner 
by  this  act  directed,  without  in- 
curring any  of  the  penalties  or 
forfeitures  of  the  Statutes  of  Mort- 
main ;  and  also  to  sell  and  convey 
any  of  the  lands,  tenements,  and 
hereditaments  so  purchased  in 
manner  by  this  act  directed." 

(a)  Enacts,  **  that  it  shall  and 
may  be  lawful  for  the  said  com- 


pany, and  they  are  hereby  autho- 
rised and  empowered,  to  establish, 
keep,  and  maintain  a  ferry,  con- 
sisting of  one  or  more  steam  or 
other  boat  or  boats,  barge  or 
bai^ges,  float  or  floats,  raft  or  rafts, 
or  such  other  vessel  or  vessels  as 
shall  be  sufficient  and  proper  for 
the  conveyance  and  passage  of 
horses,  carriages,  cattle,  goods, 
wares,  merchandise,  and  other 
portable  articles,  and  foot  passen- 
gers, over  and  across  the  said  river 
Tyne,  between  North  Shields  and 
South  Shields  aforesaid ;  and  to 
erect  and  build  ferry-houses  and 
proper  offices  on  each  side  of  the 
said  river,  for  the  habitation  and 
use  of  the  ferrymen  having  the 
care  and  management  of  the  said 
ferry  so  to  be  established  as  afore- 
s£dd,  and  for  the  convenience  of 
persons  using  the  same  ;  and  to 
make  and  keep  in  repair  pro- 
per causeways,  at  the  landing- 
places  of  the  said  ferry  so  to  be 
established  as  aforesaid,  on  each 
side  of  the  said  river  ;  and  from 
time  to  time  to  do,  or  cause  to  be 
done,  all  other  things  necessary 
and  convenient  for  establishing, 
maintaining,  regulating,  and  ma- 
naging the  said  common  ferry, 
and  making  the  same  as  useful 
and  advantageous  as  may  be ;  and 
all  persons  with  carriages,  horses, 
cattle,  goods,  wares,  merchan- 
dises, and  other  portable  articles^ 
and  all  foot  passengers,  shall  have 
iree  liberty  to  pass  over  the  said 
ferry  so  to  be  established  as  afore- 
said, (upon  payment  of  the  re- 
spective tolls  hereinafter  granted,) 
without  any  hindrance  or  inter- 
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a  ferry.  The  9th  section  (a)  enables  the  company  to  treat 
with  the  owners  for  the  purchase  of  houses  and  land,  or  of 
any  ferry  or  ferries  across  the  river  Tyne.  The  85th  sec- 
tion enacts,  "  that  from  and  after  the  said  ferry,  to  be  esta- 
blished by  virtue  of  this  act,  shall  be  made  fit  for  carriages, 
horses,  cattle,  and  foot  passengers,  no  other  ferry  shall  be 
set  up  and  used,  by  any  person  or  persons,  across  the  said  river 
Tyne,  within  the  limits  of  the  parish  of  Tynemouth,  in  the 
said  county  of  Northumberland,  and  within  the  limits  of 
the  townships  of  South  Shields,  and  Westoe  otherwise  Wi- 
vestoe,  in  the  parish  of  Jarrow,  in  the  said  county  of  Dur- 
ham; and  if  any  person  or  persons  (except  the  said  company, 
or  other  person  or  persons  acting  under  their  authority) 
shall  use  any  boat,  barge,  float,  draft,  or  other  vessel,  of  the 
burthen  of  four  tons  or  upwards,  in  ferrying  or  carrying 
any  horse,  cattle,  or  foot  passenger,  for  hire,  across  the  said 
river,  within  the  limits  aforesaid,  every  such  person  or  per- 
sons so  offending  shall,  for  every  such  offence,  forfeit  and 
pay  any  sum  not  exceeding  five  pounds,  to  be  recovered  in 
manner  hereinafter  mentioned."  By  indenture  of  the  20th 
December,  1829,  the  dean  and  chapter  of  Durham,  in  con- 
sideration of  one*fift;eenth  share  of  the  net  annual  profits  to 
arise  from  the  ferry  about  to  be  established  by  the  company, 
'^granted,  released,  assigned,  and  confirmed,  to  the  company 
and  their  successors,"  the  ancient  feny,  ^'to  hold  the  said 
ferry,  ferry-barge,  and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances. 


niption  of  or  by  any  person  or 
penoDS  whomsoever." 

(a)  Enacts,  *'  That  it  shall  be 
lawfiol  for  the  said  company  to 
treat,  contract,  and  agree  with 
sach  person  or  persons,  or  body 
or  bodies  politic,  corporate  or  col- 
legiate, spiritual  or  lay,  respec- 
tively, as  shall  be  or  be  deemed  to 
be  the  owner  or  owners  of  or  in- 
terested in  any  houses,  baildings, 
lands,   tenements,   or   heredita- 


ments, which  may  be  necessary 
for  the  purposes  of  this  act,  or  of 
or  in  any  ferry  or  ferries  across 
the  river  Tyne,  for  the  purchase 
thereof  respectively,  or  for  any 
loss  or  damage  such  owner  or 
owners,  or  any  of  them,  or  any 
other  person  or  persons,  shall  or 
may  sustain  by  reason  of  the  exe- 
cution of  any  of  the  purposes  of 
this  act." 


1848. 


NOKTB 

AND  South 

Shields 
Firry  Co. 

V. 

Bamkmb,, 


142 

1848. 

North 
AND  South 

Shikldb 
Fer&t  Co. 

V. 

Barker. 


EXCHEQUER  REPORTS. 

unto  and  to  the  ase  of  the  company  and  their  successors  for 
ever."  In  May,  1847,  the  defendants,  who  were  the  pro- 
moters of  an  undertaking  provisionally  registered^  and  called 
"The  Tyne  Direct  Ferry  Company,"  commenced  carrying 
passengers,  for  hire,  across  the  river  Tyne,  within  the  limits 
of  the  plaintiffs'  feny,  by  means  of  a  steam-boat  of  less  than 
four  tons  burthen,  register  admeasurement,  but  capable  of 
carrying  about  forty  tons  weight  It  appeared  that  the 
scuUer-boats  had  constantly  plied  for  hire  within  the  limits 
of  the  ancient  ferry,  without  interference  from  the  dean  and 
chapter.  On  the  part  of  the  defendants  it  was  submitted, 
first,  that  the  word  "  burthen,"  in  the  85th  section,  meant 
**  register  admeasurement,"  and  not  *' capability  of  carrying,** 
and  consequently  the  defendants  had  not  disturbed  the  plain- 
tiffs' right  of  ferry,  by  plying  with  a  boat  of  less  than  four 
tons  burthen.  Secondly,  that  the  right  of  ferry  was  im- 
properly described  in  the  first  count,  inasmuch  as,  by  the 
85th  section,  the  phdntiffs  had  only  a  limited  right,  to  the 
exclusion  of  boats  of  four  tons  burthen  and  upwards. 
Thirdly,  that  the  ancient  ferry  described  in  the  second 
count  had  merged  in  the  parliamentary  ferry.  The  learned 
judge  directed  a  verdict  fbr  the  plaintifis,  reserving  leave 
for  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  them. 


KnowleSy  in  last  Michaelmas  Term,  moved  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  the  defendants,  or  to  arrest  the  judgment 
on  the  second  count. — The  defendants  are  entitled  to  have 
the  verdict  entered  for  them  upon  the  issue  to  the  fourth 
plea,  which  is  pleaded  under  the  authority  of  the  85th  sec- 
tion. The  boat  used  by  the  defendants  was  a  vessel  under 
four  tons,  according  to  the  ordinary  method  of  measure- 
ment. By  that  mode  vessels  must  contain  a  certain  niun- 
ber  of  cubic  feet  per  ton.  The  word  "  ^(w,"  which  was 
formerly  spelt  "^n,"  seems  to  be  derived  from  the  vessels 
in  which  wine  used  to  be  carried,  and  formerly  a  duty  was 
payable  by  importing  vessels  in  a  certain  number  of  tons 
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of  wine:  1  Blac  315.  The  defendants'  vesBel  did  not  con- 
tain the  number  of  cubic  feet  requisite  to  nfake  a  vessel  of 
four  tons'  burthen*  The  Pilot  Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c,  125,  was  in 
force  when  the  present  act  was  passed.  [Polhckf  C.  B. — 
The  words  of  the  85th  section  of  this  act  are,  *^  any  boat, 
boige,  float^raft,  or  other  vessel  of  the  burthen  of  four  tons." 
The  word  used  is  *^  burthen,"  and  not  **  measurement.'' 
In  ordinary  language,  ^*  tonnage "  is  with  reference  to  the 
number  of  tons  a  vessel  is  capable  of  carrying.  Alderson, 
B. — If  the  position  for  which  you  contend  were  correct, 
floats  and  rafts  would  be  unprovided  for  by  the  act,  as  they 
have  no  depth,  and  consequently  are  not  capable  of  that 
sort  of  measurement.  Parke,  B. — The  act  clearly  means, 
by  bvrtheny  capacity  to  carry;  and  by  such  a  construction 
it  applies  to  all  the  vessels  enumerated,  which  it  would 
not  upon  the  other  construction.  Upon  this  point,  there- 
fore, there  will  be  no  rule.] — He  then  urged  the  objections 
taken  at  the  trial,  and  also  that  there  was  a  variance  be- 
tween the  first  count  and  the  evidence,  because  the  sta- 
tute granted  a  ferry  across  the  river  Tyne,  within  the  limits 
of  the  parish  of  Tynemouth  on  the  one  side,  and  the  limits 
of  the  townships  of  South  Shields  and  Westoe  on  the  other 
side;  whereas  the  first  count  alleged  a  right  of  ferry  be- 
tween North  Shields  and  South  Shields. 
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A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted  on  these  latter  points. 


Martin,  &  Tempk,  and  Heath  shewed  cause  (Feb.  12). 
— The  first  question  is,  whether  the  ferry  is  properly  de- 
scribed in  the  first  count.  That  count  is  framed  on  the 
10  Greo.  4,  c.  xcviii ;  and  it  is  said  that,  under  the  85th 
section  of  that  act,  the  company  have  a  limited  right  of 
ferry  only,  that  is,  to  the  exclusion  only  of  boats  of  four 
tons  burthen  and  upwards,  and  that  the  first  count  should 
have  so  described  it.  That,  however,  is  not  the  true 
construction  of  the  act.  The  second  section  gives  the 
company  an  absolute  right  of  ferry;    the  86th  section 
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onlj  exempts  scullermen  from  the  penalty  imposed  on 
persons  disturBing  the  ferry.  The  term  '^  ferry"  implies 
an  exclusive  right  of  conveyance.  The  definition  given 
in  the  Termes  de  la  Ley  is  —  **  A  liberty,  by  pre- 
scription or  the  king's  grant,  to  have  a  boat  for  passage 
upon  a  great  stream,  for  carriage  of  horses  and  men, 
for  reasonable  toll.*'  [Aldersorif  B.,  referred  to  Huzzey  v. 
Field  (a).]  The  company  having,  by  the  second  section, 
an  exclusive  right  of  conveying  passengers,  &c.,  across  the 
river  from  one  district  to  another,  are  at  common  law  en- 
titled to  bring  an  action  for  the  infringement  of  that  right. 
The  meaning  of  the  85th  section  is,  not  that  persons  shall 
be  at  liberty  to  use  boats  under  four  tons'  burthen,  but  the 
object  of  that  enactment  is  to  provide  a  summary  remedy 
against  persons  using  boats  of  that  burthen  and  upwards. 
If  the  latter  part  of  the  clause  had  been  omitted,  the  statute 
would  clearly  have  operated  as  an  absolute  grant  of  the  ferry. 
Then  how  can  the  mere  imposition  of  a  penalty  on  a  parti- 
cular class  of  persons  restrain  the  general  right?  The 
former  part  of  the  section  prohibits  all  persons  from  setting 
up  another  ferry;  the  latter  part  is  cumulative  on  the 
former.  In  any  other  view  the  86th  section,  which  enables 
persons  to  use  boats  to  go  to  vessels,  would  be  unneces^ 
sary.  A  similar  instance  of  a  cumulative  penalty  will  be 
found  in  the  case  of  Beckford  v.  Hood  (ft),  which  arose  on 
the  Copyright  Act — They  also  cited  The  Bailiffs  of 
Tewkesbury  v.  BrickneU  (c),  Hinks  v.  Clerk  (d). 

Then  as  to  the  second  counts  The  ancient  ferry  is  not 
merged  or  extinguished  by  the  grant  of  the  parliamentary 
ferry.  By  the  second  section  of  the  10  Geo.  4,  c  xcviii, 
power  b  given  to  the  company  to  establish  a  ferry  within 
certain  limits.  The  9th  section  enables  the  company  to 
purchase  land,  or  **  any  ferry  or  ferries  across  the  river 
Tyne."  The  18th  section  provides,  that,  on  payment  of  the 
purchase-money,  tiie  land,  **  ferry  or  ferries,  together  with 


(a)  2  C,  M.,  &  R.  432. 

(b)  7  T.  R.  620. 


(c)  1  TauDt.  143. 

(d)  2  Lev.  252. 
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the  yearly  profits  thereof,  and  all  the  estate,  use,  trust,  and 
interest  of  any  person  or  persons  therein,  shall  from  thence- 
forth be  Tested  in  and  become  the  sole  property  of  the 
company  for  the  purposes  of  the  act,  for  ever."  The  case 
of  The  Kingsttm^uponrHuU  Dock  Company  v.  La  Marche(a) 
is  relied  upon  by  the  other  side.  That  case  decided,  that 
vhere  premises  vested  in  a  company  for  the  purposes  of 
a  particular  statute,  their  rights  depend  upon  the  statute, 
and  must  be  limited  by  it  That  principle  is  not  denied, 
but  it  has  no  application  to  the  present  case.  A  ferry  is 
publicb  juris.  It  is  a  franchise  which  no  one  can  erect 
without  lioence  firom  the  crown;  and  when  one  is  erected, 
another  cannot  be  erected  without  an  ad  quod  damnum : 
BUtset  V.  JBart{b).  Non-user  is  no  answer  to  an  action  for 
disturbance  of  a  right  of  ferry ;  but  if  there  be  a  neglect  of 
duty  on  the  part  of  the  owner,  the  crown  may  on  that 
ground  repeal  the  grant  by  scire  facias  or  quo  warranto : 
JPgter  V.  KendaU  (c).  If  the  grant  of  the  parliamentary 
ferry  caused  a  merger  of  the  ancient  ferry,  the  latter 
might  have  been  altogether  lost;  for,  by  the  31st  section^ 
the  powers  of  the  company  cease  if  their  ferry  be  not 
completed  within  five  years. 

Knowlea  and  Unthank,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  ferry 
is  misdescribed  in  the  first  count.  It  is  true  that  the  2nd 
section  gives  the  company  a  right  to  establish  a  ferry,  but 
the  85tli  section  explains  the  nature  of  the  right.  The  grant 
is  in  derogation  of  the  common-law  right  of  all  persons  to 
use  a  navigable  river,  and  ought  to  be  construed  strictly. 
The  2nd  and  85th  sections,  taken  together,  render  it  lawful 
for  any  person  to  use  the  ferry,  provided  he  does  so  with 
boats  of  less  than  four  tons  burthen.  If  any  ambigmty  ex- 
ists, the  construction  must  be  in  favour  of  the  public: 
JVaterhause  v.  Keen  {d).    The  present  case  is  governed  by 
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the  principle  laid  down  in  the  Kingstxm''Upan''HuIl  Dock 
Company  t.  La  Marche;  nameljy  that  where  a  person  takes 
a  beneficial  grant^nnder  an  act  of  Parliament^  he  only  takes 
Buch  right  as  is  dearly  and  unambigaonsly  granted.  A 
parliamentary  grant  of  a  ferry  does  not  of  itself  exdude  any 
other  ferry;  each  right  caoierirt  only  by  unmemorialcuBtom. 
It  is  analogous  to  the  grant  of  a  port  or  of  a  market:  Hale, 
DePortibus  Maris;  The  Mayor  of Maccle^UL  v.  Chapman{a). 
The  precedents  of  an  exdnrive  right  of  ferry,  allege  a  right 
to  carry  '^aff"  passengers:  that  word  is  not  fi[>nnd  in  this 
act  of  Parliament.  Bat  even  assuming  that  the  company 
are  entitled  to  an  ezdusiTe  right  of  ferry,  there  is  neverthe- 
less a  variance  between  the  first  count  and  the  proof;  for  the 
statute  only  gives  a  right  of  ferry  between  certiun  tenmni^ 
which  are  spedfically  defined,  and  not  from  North  Shidda 
to  South  Shidds.  All  persons  would  have  a  right  to  use 
the  river  as  a  public  highway,  firom  or  to  all  places  on  it^ 
banks,  not  in  the  line  leading  from  one  terminus  to  another; 
Hui9ey  V.  Field  (b). 

They  then  argued  that  the  andent  ferry  was  not  extinct, 
and  rdied  upon  the  redtal  of  the  statute  and  also  the  lan- 
guage of  the  9th,  18th,  and  85  th  sections. 


Cur.  adv.  vult 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — ^In  this  case,  which  was  argued  before  us  a 
few  days  ago,  on  shewing  cause  against  a  rule  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  the  defendants  upon  some  points  reserved  at  the 
trial,  several  questions  were  discussed. 

The  dedaration  contained  two  counts,  one  stating  the 
plaintifis  to  be  possessed  of  a  ferry  across  the  Tyne,  between 
North  Shidds  and  South  Shidds,  for  the  conveyance  of 
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offiiageB,  &o.t  and  passengero;  and  that  the  defendants  dia-        1848. 
torbed  this  ferrj  by  carrying  passengers.     The  second       north 
count  stated  an  ancient  right  of  ferry,  to  the  exclusion  of    ^cg^^pg' 
all  other  persons  carrying  foot-passengers  for  hire  over  the     Vkm.kt  Co. 
liyer  on  that  part  where  the  plaintiffs  had  aferry,  save  and 
except  scnllermen  canying  in  sculler^boats. 

Not  goilfy  was  pleaded,  and  possession  of  the  ferries 
trayersed. 

One  objection  was  made,  which  may  be  immediately  dis* 
posed  of^  yiz.  that  there  was  a  vanance  between  the  allega^ 
tion  in  the  first  count  and  the  evidence,  because  by  the  act 
of  Parliament  the  ferry  was  granted  from  a  particular 
tenninus  to  another,  and  not  generally  firom  North  Shields 
to  South  Shields;  but  this  objection  was  not  taken  at  the 
trial,  and  therefore  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  whether  it 
is  a  variance  or  not,  though  it  really  is  not,  as  the  point 
was  decided  in  JPim  v.  Curett  (a). 

The  more  imp<Hrtant  objection  was,  that  there  was  a  mis- 
description of  the  ferry,  as  the  act  of  Parliament,  (10  Geo.  4, 
c  xcviii),  looking  at  the  whole  of  its  provisions,  granted  to 
the  company  a  limited  right  of  ferry  only,  that  is,  to  the  ex- 
clusion only  of  boats  of  four  tons  burthen  and  upwards,  and 
that  the  declaration  did  not  allege  that  the  defendants'  boat 
was  of  that  burden  or  upwards. 

It  was  urged  by  Mr.  £howks,  and  properly,  that  this 
company,  taking  a  beneficial  grant  under  an  act  of  Parlia- 
ment, took  only  such  right  as  was  clearly  and  unambigu- 
ously granted,  according  to  the  principle  laid  down  in  Tht 
HuU  Dock  Company  v.  La  Marche  (b)  and  other  cases. 

Now,  under  the  Ist  section,  the  plaintiffs  were  erected 
into  a  corporation  for  establishing,  and  by  the  2nd  sec* 
tion  had  the  power  of  establishing  a  fisrry ;  and  by  this  seo- 
tion  they  would  have  the  same  right  as  under  a  royal 
grant  of  the  franchise  of  a  ferry,  which  would  entitle  them 

(a)  6  M.  &  W.  249.  (5)  8  B.  &  C.  42. 
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to  bring  an  actionagainst  anyone  who  infringed  thdr  right, 
which  is  in  the  nature  of  a  monopoly^  by  carrying  persons 
from  or  to  the  same  place,  who  otherwise,  presumedly, 
would  have  gone  by  the  ferry. 

But  it  is  insbted  that  the  85th  section  qualifies  that  right, 
and  limits  it  a  right  of  ferry  not  by  any  boats,  but  by 
boats  of  four  tons  burthen  and  upwards,  to  the  excluinon  of 
all  boats  of  that  burthen,  and  no  other.  We  do  not  think 
that  this  is  the  proper  construction  of  the  85th  section.  The 
latter  part  does  not  appear  to  us  to  limit  the  general  right 
of  ferry  given  by  the  1st  and  2nd  sectionsy  but  only  to  add 
a  cumulative  remedy  by  way  of  penalty,  which  is  perfectly 
consistent  with  the  existence  of  a  general  right.  This  view 
of  the  case  is  somewhat  assisted  by  the  consideration  that 
the  86th  section  would  have  been  unnecessary,  if  the  inten- 
tion of  the  l^islature  had  been  that  all  boats  under  four 
tons  burthen  should  be  unaffected  by  the  grant  of  feny: 
in  that  case  there  would  have  been  no  occasion  for  such  a 
provision  by  way  of  greater  caution.  The  argument,  how- 
ever, is  not  of  much  weight,  because  in  any  view  of  the 
case  the  clause  was  superfluous ;  but,  unless  on  the  sup- 
position that  all  boats  were  meant  to  be  excluded  from  the 
privilege  of  carrying  over  paweDgers,  the  necessity  of  this 
cautionary  provision  respecting  all  boats  would  not  have 
occurred  to  the  framers  of  the  act. 

Upon  the  ground,  however,  that  the  general  right  of 
ferry,  clearly  given  by  the  Ist  and  2nd  sections,  is  not 
qualified  by  the  85th  section,  we  think  there  is  no  misde- 
scription of  the  right  of  ferry  in  the  first  count. 

Another  objection  was  made  by  Mr.  Unihank,  that  the 
niere  act  of  ferrying  a  passenger  across  was  no  disturbance 
of  the  firanchise,  unless  the  franchise  was  not  simply  of  a 
ferry,  but  of  a  prescriptive  ferry  to  the  exclusion  of  all 
private  boats ;  and  he  likened  it  to  the  case  of  a  market,  tiie 
grant  of  which  franchise  does  not  of  itself  imply  a  right 
to  prohibit  the  selling  in  shops  on  a  market  day.  Mayor  of 
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MacckffieU  t.  Chapman  (a),  that  right  belonging  only  to 
immemorial  markets,  to  which  a  spedal  custom  to  exclude 
such  sales  belongs:  Morley  vl  Walker  (&).  We  do  not^assent 
to  this  distinction.  In  the  case  of  a  ferry,  the  act  of  taking 
across  a  person  who  would  otherwise, have  gone  by  it  is 
actionable,  as  the  preventing  a  person  from  coming  to  a 
market  to  buy  or  sell  there  would  be  in  the  case  of  a  mar- 
ket; and  many  instances  are  found,  in  the  reported  cases,  of 
such  infringements.  The  setting  up  a  ferry  is  not  the  only 
infringement.  A  ferry  is  a  highway  for  all  the  Queen's  sub- 
jects paying  the  toll ;  and  whether  it  is  described  in  the  de- 
claration, as  it  is  in  most  cases,  as  a  ferry  for  aff  persons  hav- 
ing occasion  to  use  it,  or,  as  it  is  in  some,  yor/'^^oii^  having 
occasion  to  use  it,  the  right  is  the  same. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendants  then  objected  to  the 
second  count,  that  the  ferry  described  in  it  was  extinct. 
That  is  a  question  of  some  nicety.  This  ferry  was  one 
which  had  belonged  to  the  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Durham, 
and  had  been  purchased  by  the  plaintiffs  from  them  soon 
after  the  act  of  Parliament  was  passed;  and  it  was  con- 
tended that  this  was  extinguished  not  by  the  act  of  Par- 
liament itself,  for  it  is  dear  this  ferry  was  meant  to  con- 
tinue afterwards,  and  to  be  the  subject  of  purchase  or  com- 
pensation by  the  company,  but  that  the  meaning  of  the 
act  was,  that  when  bought,  and  the  new  ferry  completed, 
the  old  ferry  should  cease  to  exist ;  the  intention  being,  that 
one  ferry  only  should  at  any  time  exist,  and  be  under  the 
control  and  direction  of  the  plaintiffs. 

Upon  full  consideration  of  all  the  clauses  in  the  act  of 
Parliament  bearing  upon  this  question,  we  are  led  to  the 
conclusion  that  this  view  of  the  case  is  correct,  and  that  it 
is  inconsistent  with  the  whole  scope  of  the  act,  that  the 
ocmipany  should  carry  on  more  than  one  ferry;  though  they 
are  empowered  to  purchase  other  ferries  for  the  purpose  of 
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1848.        preventing  the  necessity  of  compensfttion  from  time  to  time, 

North       or  at  once,  for  the  injury  done  to  them.     The  result  will 

'^Hi^^     be,  that,  in  order  to  carry  the  intention  of  the  legislature 

^**J  Co.     into  effect,  the  ferry,  when  purchased,  and  when  the  new 

ferry  waa  finished,  became  extinct  by  the  operation  of 

the  act. 

The  recital  in  the  act  is,  that  it  would  be  of  great  public 
utility  to  hare  a  convenient  ferry  established  with  certain 
communications,  which  clearly  indicate  that  it  was  meant 
to  be  on  one  particular  spot.  The  individuals  named  are 
then  incorporated  for  making,  establishing,  and  main- 
taining a  ferry,  according  to,  or  consistently  with,  the 
rules,  orders,  and  directions  thereinafter  contained;  and 
the  4th  and  5th  sections  shew  that  this  is  to  be  a  feny 
in  a  particular  place,  and  according  to  a  map  or  plan;  and 
fi>r  the  use  of  this  undertaking  the  power  is  given  to  pur- 
chase lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  without  incur- 
ring the  penalties  of  the  Statutes  of  Mortmain.  The  2nd 
section  empowers  the  company,  so  incorporated,  to  estap- 
Uish,  keep,  and  maintain  a  ferry,  that  is»  one  ferry  only,  and 
provide  boats,  build  ferry-houses,  and  make,  and  keep,  and 
repair  proper  landing-places  and  causeways  to  that  ferry. 
The  36th  section,  enabling  the  company  to  mortgage,  gives 
a  form  which  mortgages  one  ferry  only.  The  45th  section 
enables  the  company  to  make  bye-laws  for  the  regulation 
of  that  ferry,  and  the  conduct  of  the  persons  employed  in  il^ 
or  making  use  of  it :  the  51st  section,  to  make  contracts  with 
engineers,  &c.,  for  maintaining  and  improving  &ie  said  ferry. 
The  69th  section  imposes  a  penalty  for  obstructing  the  ferry. 
The  70th  empowers  the  company  to  demand  tolls  within 
certidn  limits,  for  passing  the  said  ferry.  The  76th  prevents 
collectors  of  those  tolls  from  taking  undue  tolls,  or  misbe- 
having themselves.  The  82nd  imposes  penalties  for  evading 
the  tolls. 

Now,  it  does  appear  to  us  to  be  unreasonable  to  suppose 
that  the  l^islature  meant  the  purchased  ferry  to  continue 
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and  be  managed  by  the  company  without  any  exjureaa        1848. 
powen  to  maintain  i^  to  repair  the  ferry-houses  and  land-       North 
ing-plaoes,  or  provide  boatSy  or  regulate  the  use  of  it,  with-     ^H,^p^ 
oat  imposing  any  limit  upon  the  tolls  to  be  ooUected  or     ^'^^^  ^* 
penalties  upon  the  obstruction  of  it.    It  is  also  an  observa- 
tion worthy  of  remark,  in  canfirmation  of  this  view  of  the 
case,  that  the  28th  section,  which  enables  the  company  to 
re-eell,  does  not  expressly  authorise  the  re-sale  of  ferries. 

Conffldering  all  these  provisions,  and  looking  at  the  ex- 
press object  of  the  incorporation  of  the  company,  the  making 
and  maintaining  a  ferry,  we  think  that  the  powers  of  the 
company  are  confined  to  one  ferry,  and  consequently  the  au- 
thority to  purchase  ferries  must  be  construed  to  mean  an 
authority  to  acquire  them  for  the  purpose  of  preventing 
competition,  and  at  once  satisfying  the  claims  of  the  pro- 
prietors for  compensation. 

There  is  one  section  only  which  has  a  different  aspect. 
The  18th  section  provides,  that  on  payment  or  tender  of 
the  purchase-money,  not  merely  the  land,  but  the  ferry  or 
ferries;,  together  toiih  the  yearhf  prqfits  thereof  and  all  the  es- 
tate, &c.,  shall  thenceforth  be  vested  in  the  company,  for 
the  purposes  of  the  act,  for  ever.  This  expresaon,  as  to 
the  yearly  profits,  which  is  not  confined  to  lands,  affords  an 
argument  that  the  ferry,  or  ferries,  were  intended  to  be  kept 
up.  The  words,  however,  may  be  explained  as  meant  to 
apply  to  the  intermediate  profits,  after  the  purchase,  and 
before  the  ferry  which  the  company  were  to  set  up  was 
completed,  imtil  which  time  the  old  ferry  would  not  cease. 
At  any  rate,  this  expression  does  not  appear  to  us  to  avail 
against  the  very  strong  inference  to  be  derived  firom  the  other 
dauses  of  the  act,  and  its  general  scope,  that  only  one  ferry 
was  to  belong  to  the  plaintifis  at  one  time.  We  therefore 
think,  that  the  issue  on  the  last  count,  on  the  plea  denying 
the  plaintifis'  possession  of  the  ancient  ferry,  must  be  found 
for  1^  defendants. 

The  question  of  variance  on  this  plea  it  is  therefore 
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unnecefisary  to  oonrider;  on  the  authority  of  the  case  of  the 
Bailiff  of  Tewkesbury  v.  BickneU  (a),  we  should  probably 
hold  the  count  to  be  proved. 

The  rule  must  therefore  be  discharged  as  to  the  first 
county  and  absolute  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendants  on 
the  issue  on  ''not  possessed"  to  the  second  count 


Rule  accordingly. 


(a)  2  Taunt.  120. 


Fa.  9. 


Bates  v.  Townley  and  Another. 


endenoe  of  an 
aocotmt  stated 
between  tbe 
parties  to  the 
submission. 

Bj  articles  of 
agreement  be- 
tween the  plain- 
tiff of  the  one 
art,  and  the 
efendants  of 


An  award  is  not  ASSUMPSIT  for  money  paid  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  use 

of  the  defendants,  and  for  money  due  on  an  account  stated 
between  them.     Plea,  non  assumpsit. 

At  the  trial,  before  Coltman,  J.,  at  the  Chester  Spring 
Assizes,  1847,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  and  defendants 
were  stockbrokers,  the  former  residing  at  Leeds,  the  latter 
SeT'd^^ti''^  at  Liverpool;  and  that  the  plaintiff  having  claims  agdnst 
the  other  part,  the  defendants  for  money  due  in  respect  of  dealings  in  rail- 
way shares,  it  was  agreed  that  the  matter  should  be  referred 
to  arbitration.  Accordingly,  on  the  5th  February,  1847, 
articles  of  agreement  were  entered  into  between  the  plain- 
tiff of  the  one  part,  and  the  defendants  of  the  other  part, 
whereby,  after  reciting  that  *^  differences  and  disputes  had 

torsf'^'Sc^artii-  *^^^  ^^^  ^®'®   pending  between    the  parties  thereto, 
trators,  after      touching,  or  concerning,  or  arising  out  of  certain  dealings 

finding  a  snm  ,',  ,_  _  %%    n         •  •  i 

due  from  the  de-  or  transactions  m  railway  shares,    &c.,  it  was  witnessed 

fendants  to  the 
plaintiff,  award- 
ed that  the  costs  of  the  reference  and  award,  including  compensation  to  the  arbitrators,  should 
bj  borne  as  foUows ;  that  is  to  say,  one  moiety  thereof  by  the  plaintiff»  and  the  other  moiety 
he  the  defendants.  The  plaintiff  took  up  the  award,  and  paid  the  whole  costs  of  it : — Held,  thai 
be  could  not  reoo?er  a  moiety  of  the  costs  as  money  paid  for  the  use  of  the  defendants- 


enees  between 
them  were  re- 
ferred to  arbi- 
tration, the 
costs  of  the  re« 
ferenee  and 
award  to  be  in 
tbe  discretion 
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that  the  parties  thereto  respectively  agreed  to  refer  the  >^^ 
same  to^  and  *'  abide  by,  the  award,  arbitrament,  final  end 
and  determination  of  J.  Head,  of  &c.,  a  person  chosen  by 
or  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  and  J.  Mills,  of  &a,  a  person 
chosen  by  or  on  behalf  of  defendants,  and  of  such  third 
person  as  should,  before  they  should  proceed  on  the  sud 
leference,  be  chosen  by  them,  and  appointed  by  writing 
under  their  hands,  to  be  indorsed  on  those  presents,''  &c. 
And  it  was  further  agreed,  "  that  the  costs  of  the  reference 
and  of  the  award  to  be  made  in  pursuance  thereof  including 
a  reasonable  compensation  to  the  said  arbitrators  for  their 
trouble,  should  be  in  the  discretion  of  the  said  arbitrators, 
or  any  two  of  them,  who  should  by  their  said  award  order 
and  direct  by  whom,  and  to  whom,  and  in  what  proportions 
and  manner,  the  same  should  be  paid ;  and,  for  the  better 
eofbrdng  performance  of  the  award,  either  party  should  be 
at  liberty  to  make  the  submission  a  rule  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas."  The  two  arbitrators  proceeded  ¥dth  the 
reference,  and  appointed  a  third,  but  his  appointment  was 
not  indorsed  on  the  submission,  as  required  by  it.  On  the 
18th  February,  1847,  the  three  arbitrators  made  their  award, 
whereby  they  **  did  award,  find,  and  determine,  that  there 
was  due  from  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff  in  respect  of 
the  matters  of  difference  referred  to  them  the  said  arbi- 
trators as  aforesaid,  the  sum  of  2039/.  lOs.  3d.,  which  sum 
they  did  thereby  award  and  direct  that  the  defendants 
ahould  pay  to  the  plaintiff  at  the  office  of  Mr.  B.  Norris, 
solicitor.  North  John-street,  Liverpool,  on  Monday,  the 
Ist  day  of  March  then  next,  at  twelve  o'clock  at  noon, 
ia  full  satisfaction  of  the  matters  in  difference."  And  they 
'^did  further  awaM,  that  the  costs  of  the  said  reference,  and 
of  that  their  award,  including  the  compensation  to  them  the 
said  arbitrators  for  their  trouble,  should  be  paid  and  borne 
as  follows;  that  is  to  say,  one  moiety  thereof  should  be  paid 
and  borne  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  other  moiety  thereof  by 
the  defendants."    On  the  22nd  February  the  plaintiff  took 
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^848.^  up  the  awards  and  paid  the  whole  costs  of  it,  amounting  to 
25L  8«.  9cL,  and  on  the  following  day  served  the  defendants 
with  notice  thereof^  but  there  was  no  express  request  to 
paj.  The  plaintiff  now  sought  to  recovw  127.  lAs.  dcL,  the 
moiety  of  those  costs,  as  money  paid  for  the  defendants'  use. 
The  declaration  contained  a  count  on  the  award,  which  had 
been  demurred  to,  and  judgment  given  for  the  defendants  (a); 
so  the  plaintiff  now  relied  upon  the  award  itself  as  evidence 
of  an  account  stated.  On  the  part  of  the  defendantsf,  it  was 
objected  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  the 
moiety  of  the  costs  as  money  paid  for  the  defendants'  use, 
on  the  ground,  first,  that  the  award  was  not  binding,  tiie 
appointment  of  the  third  arbitrator  not  having  been  in- 
dorsed on  the  submission;  secondly,  that  the  costs  of  the 
reference  were  not  ascertained,  either  by  the  award  or  by 
the  taxation  of  the  Court.  In  answer  to  the  first  objection, 
evidence  was  given  of  a  waiver  of  the  condition.  It  was 
also  objected,  that  the  award  was  not  evidence  of  an  accoimt 
stated.  The  learned  judge  directed  a  verdict  for  the  de- 
fendants on  the  count  for  money  paid,  and  for  the  plaintiff  on 
the  account  stated,  reserving  leave  for  each  party  to  move 
to  enter  a  verdict 

Cross  rules  having  been  obtained  accordingly, 

CowUnff,  Towfuend,  EgerUmf  and  Bunder  in  Hilary 
Term,  (January  27),  shewed  cause  against  the  defendants' 
rule  to  enter  a  verdict  for  them  on  the  account  stated. — ^It 
is  conceded,  that  an  award  is  not  in  every  case  evidence  of 
an  account  stated;  if,  for  instance,  it  directs  a  mere  collate- 
ral matter,  such  as  the  building  of  a  house,  or  if  it  be  made 
respecting  a  claim  for  unliquidated  damage,  as  in  trespass 
for  assault  and  battery.  But  where  the  submission  is  in 
respect  of  a  debt,  or  a  daim  in  the  nature  of  a  debt,  the 

(a)  1  Exch.  672. 
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parties  must  be  taken  to  have  appointed  the  arbitrator  as      ^1^^* 
their  agent  to  settle  the  account.     [Parkey  B. — If  the  arbi- 
trator is  an  agent,  the  principal  might  maintain  an  action 
against  him,  should  he,  through  neglect,  find  a  sum  to  be 
due  which  was  not  due.    Is  it  not  an  abuse  of  the  term,  to 
say  that  an  arbitrator  who  is  to  exercise  his  own  judg- 
ment, is  an  agent?]     An  arbitrator  has  no  discretionary 
power  to  award  any  sum  he  may  think  fit,  but  only  to  find 
what  is  in  point  of  fact  due.  [Pollocky  C.  B. — An  arbitrator 
18  not  an  agent;  his  award  is  a  judicial  act.]    In  Keen  v. 
BaUhore  (a),  where  matters  of  account  in  dispute  were  sub- 
mitted to  arbitration,  but  not  by  bond,  and  the  arbitrator 
awarded  a  certain  sum  to  be  due  to  the  plaintiff,  Eyrey  C.  J., 
Tided  that  the  sum  awarded  might  be  given  in  evidence  un- 
der the  common  counts  in  assumpsit,  and  particularly  as  an 
account  stated.    [Parke,  B. — ^That  case  proceeded  on  the 
ground  that  there  were  no  arbitration  bonds,  and  therefore 
it  eould  not  be  treated  as  a  reference.]     The  doctrine  does 
not  seem  intended  to  be  confined  to  such  a  case;  indeed,  if 
it  be  correct  with  respect  to  a  verbal  submission,  it  is  equally 
fio  where  the  submission  is  in  writing.     That  decision  is 
adopted  in  Watson  on  Awards  (i),  and  Starkie  on  Evi- 
dence (c).     [flatty  B. — How  can  a  party  be  charged  with 
an  account  stated,  unless  he  agrees  to  the  account?]    In 
Sabnan  v.  Watson  (d),  the  defendant  agreed  verbally  with 
the  plaintiff  to  take  a  house,  and  purchase  the  fixtures  at 
a  valuation,  to  be  made  by  two  brokers.    An  inventory  of 
the  fomitore  and  fixtures  was  accordingly  made,  described 
generally  as  ''an  inventory  of  the  fixtures,  &c.,  with  the 
gross  amount  placed  at  the  foot  of  it."    In  an  action  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered,  with  a  coimt  on  an  account  stated, 
it  was  held,  that  the  defendant,  having  taken  possession  of 
and  enjoyed  the  furniture  and  fixtures,  and  paid  part  of  the 


(a)  1  Exch.  194.  (c)  Vol.  ii,  p.  98,  3rd  ed. 

(ft)  Pag«  366, 3rd  ed.  (d)  4  Moon,  73. 
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1848.  ^  Bum  determined  by  the  brokers  to  be  dae  for  the  same,  was 
liable  on  an  account  stated  for  the  remainder.  Biehard' 
son,  J.,  there  says : — ^*  The  count  as  to  the  account  stated 
goes  to  the  whole  of  the  appraisement,  and,  in  point  of 
fact,  amounts  to  the  same  thing  as  if  such  valuation  had 
been  made  between  the  original  parties."  An  award  does 
not»  in  every  case,  alter  the  condition  of  the  parties.  A 
judgment  is  not  evidence  of  an  account  stated,  because  the 
original  debt  is  merged  in  the  specialty;  but  an  award  does 
not  change  the  remedy,  where  it  merely  ascertains  the 
amount  of  the  debt:  AUen  v.  MSner  (a).  The  only  diflSer- 
ence  between  an  account  stated  and  an  award  is,  that  in 
the  former  errors  may  be  shown,  but  an  award  estops  the 
parties  from  disputing  its  correctness. 

But  if  an  award  is  not  of  itself  an  account  stated,  it  may 
at  all  events  be  used  as  proving  a  prior  account  stated ; 
for  an  admission  by  a  party,  of  anything  due,  is  an  admis- 
sion of  an  account  stated.  [Parke,  B. — ^It  is  settled,  that  there 
cannot  be  an  account  stated  by  a  defendant,  except  with  the 
plaintiff  or  his  agent.  It  would  not  do  to  say,  that  de- 
fendant was  heard  to  tell  a  stranger  that  he  owed  the  plain- 
tiff, a  certain  sum  of  money.]  The  object  of  stating  an 
account  is,  to  enable  the  creditor  to  recover  the  debt,  with- 
out proof  of  the  consideration.  [PoUock,  C.  B.-^The  count 
is  on  an  account  stated  between  the  parties;  then  how  can  you 
infer  privity  from  a  statement  to  a  third  person?]  In  the 
ordinary  case  of  an  account  stated,  the  plaintiff  does  not 
prove  a  prior  debt,  but  only  an  admission  of  a  debt  due. 
[ParAtf,B. — It  is  distinctly  laid  down  in  Brehon  v.  Smith  {b\ 
that  the  admission  must  be  made  to  the  opposite  party  or 
his  agent.  Some  five-and-twenty  or  thirty  years  ago,  very 
loose  expressions  might  have  done,  but  in  more  recent  de- 
cisions the  good  sense  of  the  matter  prevails  The  diffi- 
culty here  is,  to  see  how  the  independant  act  of  a  judge, 

(a)  2  C.  &  J.  47.  (6)  1  Adol.  &  K  488. 
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generally  given  ag^nat  the  conaent  of  the  party  who  is  to  1848. 
pay,  can  be  used  as  an  account  stated  between  the  parties.]  Batbs 
An  award,  by  which  parties  agree  to  abide,  cannot  be  con- 
ddeied  as  a  decision  in  invitunu  This  case  comes  within 
the  principle  of  Freeman  v.  Bernard  (a).  \PaThei  B. — The 
distiaction  there  pointed  out  by  Lord  HoU  makes  the  mat- 
ter dear;  he  says,  '^  Where  an  award  creates  a  new  duty, 
instead  of  that  which  was  in  controversy,  the  party  has  re«* 
medy  for  it  upon  the  award;  and,  therefore,  if  the  party 
resorts  to  demand  that  which  was  referred  and  submitted, 
the  arbitrament  is  a  good  bar  against  such  action.  Contrd, 
where  the  award  does  not  create  a  new  duty,  but  the  old 
duty,  by  a  release  of  the  action."]  In  Porter  v.  Cooper  (ft), 
Parhet  B«,  says : — ^^I  take  the  rule  to  be  this,  that  if  there  is 
an  admission  of  a  sum  of  money  being  due,  for  which  an 
action  would  lie,  that  will  be  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  on 
the  count  for  an  accoimt  stated."  [Alderson,  B. — ^That 
must  mean  an  admission  to  the  creditor  himself.]  In  Slade 
T.  BvLchannan  (c).  Lord  Kenyon  ruled,  that  admissions 
made  by  a  party  at  a  reference,  which  proved  abortive, 
were  receivable  in  evidence,  provided  they  were  such  as 
the  defendant  would  be  obliged  to  make  in  his  answer  to  a 
bill  of  equity.  [Aldersony  B. — Those  are  clearly  admissions 
to  the  party:  ananswerin  equity,  is  an  answer  to  the  plain- 
tiff.]— ^They  also  cited  KingsUm  v.  Phelps  (d),  Whitehead  v. 
TattersaU  (e). 

Welsby  and  Davison  appeared  to  support  this  rule,  but 
were  not  called  upon. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — The  rule  must  be  absolute.  The  point 
is  shortly  this — ^whether  an  arbitrator  is  an  agent  for  the 
parties  to  the  submission  so  as  to  bind  them  by  his  award, 

(a)  1  Ld.  Raym.  247.  (i)  1  Peake,  N.  P.  299. 

{b)  I C,  M.,  &  R.  d87.  (e)  1  Adol.  &  £.  491. 

(e)  1  Peake,  N.  P.  8. 
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1848^  as  on  acoount  stated  between  them?  I  am  dearly  of 
opinion  that  he  is  not.  Suppose  a  reference  to  two  persons;, 
or  an  umpire  chosen  by  them,  how  could  the  umpire  be 
considered  as  the  agent  of  the  parties?  Qr^  suppose  a  re- 
ference to  one  person,  could  he  be  deemed  the  agent  of  the 
parties,  so  that  a  decision  in  his  own  ndnd  is  to  be  consi- 
dered as  a  settlement  of  aocoimts  between  them.  The 
cases  cited  are  essentially  different.  In  Keen  v.  Bat»hore{a\ 
the  reference  went  on  without  bonds,  and  Eyre^  C.  J.» 
thought  it  reasonable  that  the  parties  should  have  iatended 
to  do  something  by  the  reference;  and,  as  bonds  were  not 
executed  so  as  to  make  the  person  who  acted  an  arbitrator, 
he  told  the  jury  that  he  was  the  agent  of  the  parties,  and 
therefore  the  consent  to  the  reference  bound  them  in  the 
same  way  as  if  an  acoount  had  been  stated  between  their 
agents.  That  does  not  go  the  length  of  the  present  case,  nor 
can  I  find  in  the  text-books  any  authority  which  does.  On 
the  contrary,  Mr.  Watson,  in  his  book  on  Awards,  cautiously 
puts  the  decision  exactly  as  it  was,  namely,  that  an  award, 
under  the  drcumstances  of  that  case,  was  allowed  to  be 
given  in  evidence  as  an  account  stated.  The  other  cases 
cited  do  not  in  any  degree  shew  that  an  arbitrator  has  au- 
thority as  agent  of  the  parties.  It  would  be  confounding 
matters  essentially  different,  if  we  were  to  hold  that  an  ar^ 
bitrator,  who  is  a  judge  to  decide  between  two  parties,  is 
an  agent  so  as  to  make  his  award  evidence  of  an  account 
stated. 

Parke,  B. — I  concur  in  thinking,  that  there  is  no  room 
for  any  doubt.  The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  began  their 
ailment  by  assuming  that  this  is  a  submission  to  settle 
items  of  a  pecuniary  demand.  They  admowledge  that,  if 
the  claim  were  for  unliquidated  damages,  the  position  con- 
tended for  could  not  be  supported.    Their  argument  then 

(a)  1  Exch.  Idi. 
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fiuls  in  limine,  because  it  is  a  submission  in  respect  of  un-  ^  1848. 
liquidated  damages,  namely,  a  claim  arising  from  the  non- 
delivery of  railway  shares.  Even  if  the  submission  were 
in  respect  of  pecuniary  matters  only,  the  award  could  not 
be  given*  in  evidence  under  an  account  stated,  because  an 
arbitrator  is  not  the  agent  of  the  parties  to  settle  their  ac- 
counts, in  which  case  the  act  of  the  agent  would  be  the  act 
of  the  principal,  and  the  principal  would  have  his  remedy 
over  against  the  agent,  if  he  settled  them  improperly;  but  an 
arbitrator  is  a  judge  constituted  by  the  parties,  and  who  is 
to  form  his  own  judgment  on  the  facts,  and  make  an  award 
binding  on  each  party.  In  the  absence  of  all  authority,  it 
seems  to  me  that  this  award  is  not  evidence  of  an  account 
stated.  It  is  not  at  all  like  the  case  where  two  persons 
meet  together  and  agree  upon  the  sum  due  from  the  one 
to  the  other,  which  is  a  statement  of  account.  If  there 
were  any  authorities  in  point,  we  should  be  bound  by 
them,  however  much  we  might  regret  that  the  causes  and 
forms  of  action  should  be  so  confounded.  But  the  only 
case  bearing  on  the  subject  is  that  of  Keen  v.  Batshore{a)y 
which  is  a  short  note  of  a  Nisi  Prius  decision ;  from  which, 
however,  it  is  perfectly  dear  that  Chief  Justice  Eyre^  a  very 
eminent  judge,  thought  that,  as  there  was  no  regular  agree- 
ment to  refer,  constituting  the  arbitrator  a  judge,  he  must 
be  considered  as  a  delegate  or  agent  for  the  parties;  and  his 
decision  proceeds  solely  on  the  ground  that  the  award  in  that. 
particular  case  must  be  considered  as  a  settlement  of  ac- 
count by  an  agent  appointed  by  each  party ;  and  it  is  dear 
that,  if  regular  bonds  of  submission,  or  a  regular  submis- 
sion to  arbitration,  had  been  entered  into,  he  would  not 
have  admitted  the  award  as  evidence  of  an  account  stated. 
It  therefore  appears  to  me  that  there  is  no  foundation  for 
saying  that  this  award,  which  must  be  taken  as  regularly 
drawn  up,  and  which  is  a  settlement  of  all  demands,  both 

(a)  1  Esp.  196. 

VOL.  II.  M  EXCH. 
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2^^^  liquidated  and  unliquidated,  can  possibly  be  said  to  be  an 
account  stated.  The  authorities  cited  are  not  sufficient  to 
support  such  a  proposition.  The  one  mainly  relied  on,  that 
of  Keen  v.  Batskaref  is  (as  already  stated  by  the  Lord  Chief 
Baron)  a  case  to  which  Mr.  Watson  does  not  appettr  to  have 
attached  much  weight,  as  he  merely  states  that  it  was  so 
laid  down. 

AiiDERsoN,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Platt,  B. — An  account  stated  is  a  settlement  of  account, 
in  which  both  parties,  or  their  agents,  agree  upon  the 
amount  due  from  the  one  to  the  other.  Is,  then,  an  arbi- 
trator the  agent  of  the  parties  for  the  purpose  of  stating  an 
account?  It  seems  to  me  that  he  acts  not  as  agent,  but 
as  a  judge;  for,  in  many  points,  liis  decision  would  be  ad- 
verse to  the  consent  of  either  party. 

Rule  absolute. 


WeUby  and  Davison  then  shewed  cause  against  the  plain- 
tiff's rule  to  enter  a  verdict  on  the  count  for  money  pcdd. — 
The  law  will  not  imply  a  promise  to  repay  the  plaintiff  the 
moiety  of  fees  paid  by  him  on  taking  up  the  award.  Be- 
fore the  case  of  Brittain  v.  Lloyd  (a),  a  notion  prevailed, 
that,  in  order  to  support  a  count  for  money  paid,  the  effect 
of  the  payment  must  have  been  to  relieve  the  defendant 
from  some  liability.  It  is  now,  however,  settled  that  the 
action  is  maintainable  in  every  case  in  which  the  pliuntiff 
has  paid  money  to  a  third  party,  at  the  request,  either 
express  or  implied,  of  the  defendant,  with  an  understand- 
ing, either  express  or  implied,  to  repay  it.  The  request  to 
pay  and  the  payment  constitute  the  debt.  But  in  this  case 
there  has  been  no  request  either  express  or  implied,  nor 
has  the  payment  been  made  in  consequence  of  any  liability 

(a)  14  M.  &  W.  762. 
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which  the  defendant  was  under.  The  money  is  ordered  to  ^  1848. 
be  paid  bj  each  of  the  litigant  parties  in  moieties,  and 
Aere  was  no  duty  on  either  to  pay  more  than  his  propor- 
tion. And  as  the  misconduct  of  the  arbitrators  disentitles 
them  to  sue  for  their  fees,  in  point  of  law  it  is  not  money 
payable  at  alL  [Parke,  B. — The  plaintiff  might  not  have 
been  able  to  get  the  award  without  paying  the  whole  of 
the  fees.]  The  Court  will  not  assume  that  each  party, 
upon  notice,  would  not  perform  his  duty  and  pay  a  moiety 
of  the  fees.  It  is  true,  that,  if  the  defendant  delayed  the 
payment  of  his  moiety,  some  inconvenience  might  be  im- 
posed on  the  plaintiff,  inasmuch  as  be  could  not  obtain  the 
award  until  the  whole  was  pud,  but  that  inconvenience 
will  not  raise  a  promise  to  pay.  No  implied  request  could 
arise  before  payment,  and  that  is  made  under  an  award 
which  is  void.  The  money  sought  to  be  recovered  in  this 
action  was  clearly  not  money  payable  by  the  plaintiff  in  the 
first  instance,  but  by  the  defendant,  and  a  voluntary  pay- 
ment by  the  former  cannot  make  it  money  paid  for  the  de- 
fendant's use.  The  arbitrators  could  not  maintain  any 
action ;  their  only  remedy  was  by  withholding  the  award. 
But  even  if  the  fees  were  recoverable  by  the  arbitrators, 
separate  actions  must  have  been  brought  against  each 
party  to  the  submission  for  his  moiety. — ^Another  objection 
arises  from  the  terms  of  the  submission,  by  which  the  costs 
of  the  reference  and  award,  including  a  reasonable  compen- 
sation to  the  arbitrators  for  their  trouble,  are  to  be  in  the 
discretion  of  the  arbitrators,  or  any  two  of  them,  who  are, 
by  their  award,  to  order  and  direct  by  whom  and  to  whom 
and  in  what  proportion  and  manner  the  same  shall  be  paid. 
But  the  arbitrators  only  award  generally  that  the  costs  of  the 
reference  and  award,  including  compensation  to  them  for 
their  trouble,  shall  be  paid  and  borne  one  moiety  thereof  by 
the  plaintiff  and  the  other  by  the  defendant.  Either  the 
award  is  void  as  leaving  undecided  a  matter  submitted  to 
the  arbitrators,  namdy,  the  amount  of  their  compensation; 

M  2 
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1848.         or  if  the  award  be  good»  it  must  be  so  on  one  of  these  two 
BA.TKS        grounds,  viz.  that  the  arbitrators  must  be  considered  to 
have  waived  their  fees,  or  that  the  amount  is  ascertainable 
bj  the  Master  on  taxation  of  costs.    If  the  fees  are  waived, 
the  plaintiff  has  clearly  made  a  voluntary  payment  in  his 
own  wrong;  if  the  fees  are  not  waived,  they  cannot  be 
ascertained  by  reference  to  the  Master;  for  Dossett  v.  Gin" 
geU{a)  expressly  decided,  that  the  Court  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion over  fees  of  arbitrators  paid  under  protest  upon  tak- 
ing up  an  award,  but  not  specified  in  the  award  itself. 
Even  assuming  that  the  amount  of  compensation  might  be 
ascertained  by  the  Master,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  no 
taxation  has  yet  taken  place,  and  it  is  altogether  uncertain 
what  sum  wiU  ultimately  have  to  be  paid  by  each  party,  as 
his  moiety  of  the  whole  costs  of  the  reference.     There  is 
very  little  authority  bearing  on  this  question.     In  Swinford 
V.  Bum  (ft),  Dallas^  C.  J.,  ruled,  that  the  plaintiff,  who  had 
paid  the  whole  of  the  expenses  of  a  reference  and  award, 
might  recover  a  moiety  from  the  defendant,  but  at  the  same 
time  reserved  the  point ;  and  it  does  not  appear  that  any 
motion  was  afterwards  made.   In  Hicks  v.  Richard8on{c)^  an 
attachment  was  granted  against  a  party  to  a  submission, 
who  refused  to  pay  his  moiety  of  the  costs  of  the  arbitration, 
but  that  decision  is  not  very  satisfactory.  [Parhey  B. — There 
the  proceeding  was  under  the  award,  the  submission  having 
been  made  a  rule  of  Court.]     Stokes  v.  Leiois  {d)  decided, 
that  an  action  for  money  paid,  laid  out,  and  expended,  will 
not  lie  where  the  money  has  been  paid  against  the  express 
consent  of  the  party  for  whose  use  it  is  supposed  to  have 
been  paid.     If,  in  this  case,  the  plaintiff  had  declared  spe- 
cially, he  must  have  alleged  the  submission,  and  an  award 
stating  the  amount  of  the  arbitrators'  fees,  and  averred  that 
the  defendant  had  notice  of  the  award  and  refused  to  pay 


(a)  2  Man.  &  G.  870.  (c)  1  Bos.  &  P.  93. 

lb)  Gow  N.  P.  7.  (d)  1  T.  R.  20. 
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the  moiety  of  costs  on  request ;  and  that,  for  the  purpose  1848. 

of  obtaining  possession  of  the  award,  the  plaintiff  was  com-  Batbb 

pelled  to  pay  the  whole.     The  declaration  would  have  been  xowhlet 
bad  without  an  averment  of  notice  and  request. 

CowUngy  Taumsend,  Egerton^  and  Bumie^  contrcL — By 
the  terms  of  the  submission  the  parties  agree  to  be  bound 
by  the  award,  and  no  notice  was  given  that  the  defendant 
intended  to  object  to  it  until  two  days  after  the  plaintiff 
had  taken  it  up.  The  arbitrators  direct,  that,  as  between  the 
parties,  the  amount  of  costs  shall  be  paid  in  moieties — not 
that  each  party  shall  pay  to  the  arbitrators  a  moiety  ;  that 
they  leave  to  be  understood  according  to  the  usual  practice, 
which  is  for  the  one  party  to  pay  the  whole  and  recover 
from  the  other  his  moiety.  The  language  used  is  with  re- 
ference to  the  ordinary  mode  of  proceeding.  l_Farke,  B. — 
The  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff,  by  taking  up  the 
award,  does  not  stand  in  the  same  situation  as  the  arbitra- 
tors^  and  acquire  all  the  rights  which  they  possessed  of 
enforcing  payment  of  their  fees.  In  the  case  of  Hicks  v. 
Richardson  (a),  it  was  considered  by  Eyre,  C.  J.,  that  an 
arbitrator  might  recover  his  fees  by  attachment ;  and  that 
case  seems  to  explain  how  the  party  taking  up  the  award 
can  be  reimbursed,  namely,  by  getting  an  attachment  and 
standing  in  the  place  of  the  arbitrator.  There  is  no  diffi- 
culty in  saying  that  these  arbitrators  are  entitled  to  com- 
pensation, because  there  is  an  agreement  that  they  shall 
have  it ;  the  only  question  is,  how  that  is  to  be  enforced. 
Can  an  action  be  maintained  the  moment  the  money  is 
paid?  if  80,  it  would  be  a  great  hardship  on  the  other  side.] 
The  case  of  Hicks  v.  Richardson  was  approved  of  by 
Lord  EUenborough  in  Stokes  v.  Lewis  (b).  Swinford  v. 
Bum  (c)  shews  that  Dallas^  C.  J.,  thought  the  action 
would  lie*     The  present  case  is  not  unlike  that  of  a  biU  of 

(a)  1  Boe.  &  P.  dQ.        (b)  2  Smith,  12.  (c)  Gow  N.  P.  7. 
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1848.  ^  exchange  upon  which  two  persons  are  jointly  liable,  and 
where,  if  one  has  paid  the  whole  amount,  he  may  recover  a 
moiety  from  the  other.  Assuming,  then,  that  the  plaintiff 
might  have  recovered  if  the  award  had  been  valid  and  had 
mentioned  the  amount  of  compensation,  the  non-existence 
of  those  circumstances  makes  no  difference.  Until  the 
plaintiff  took  up  the  award,  he  had  no  means  of  knowing  in 
what  proportions  the  costs  were  to  be  paid.  Immediately 
the  money  is  paid  he  is  entitled  to  contribution,  and  the 
common  count  is  applicable. — They  also  cited  Kemp  y. 
Finden{a\  Givynney,  BumeU{b\  Pitt  v.  Purssord{c\  Da» 
mes  V.  Humphr€y8(d)f  Hoggins  v.  Gordon  («),  IMar  v.  Hem' 
brow  if). 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — ^The  only  question  remaining  (or  considera- 
tion in  this  case  was,  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover  12/.  14«.  9dl,  a  moiety  of  the  sum  paid  by  him  in 
taking  up  the  award,  as  money  pdd.  There  was  no  pretence 
to  say  that  the  defendant  requested  the  plaintiff  to  pay  for 
him,  so  as  to  render  himself  liable  on  ihst  account.  The 
ground  on  which  the  plaintiff  must  recover,  if  at  all,  is 
that  the  defendant  had  consented  that  he  should  be  in  a 
situation  in  which  he  might  be  compelled  to  pay  the  money 
on  the  defendant's  account;  that  he  was  compelled,  and  so 
made  the  payment  by  the  implied  request  of  the  defendant, 
in  order  to  prove  this  case,  the  plaintiff  must  shew,  that 
both  the  parties  became  jointly  liable  to  the  arbitrators  for 
the  sum  that  was  paid  to  them,  that  it  was  due  at  the  time 
it  was  paid,  and  that  the  defendant  is  bound,  as  between 


(a)  12  M.  &  W.  421.  (rf)  6  M.  &  W.  153. 

(b)  6  Bing.  N.  C.  453.  («)  3  Q.  B.  466. 

(c)  8  M.  &  W.  538.  (/)  8  M.  &  W.  873. 
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themselves,  to  pay  a  part.    Whether  the  liability  was  to  both        1848. 
the  arbitrators  jointly,  or  to  each  for  his  portion,  (which 
would  have  been  very  material  if  they  brought  an  action), 
is  now  immaterial,  as  the  payment  has  been  made  to  both. 

The  first  point  to  be  considered  is,  whether  both  the 
parties  were  jointly  liable  to  the  arbitrators  to  pay  them 
for  their  trouble.  This  depends  upon  the  question,  whe- 
ther the  arbitrators  were  parties  to  the  submission,  and 
agreed  to  be  paid  on  the  terms  contained  in  it  only.  If 
they  were,  then  they  had  a  remedy  only  agdnst  each  for 
the  part  which  they  by  their  award  should  direct  each  to 
pay^  and  so  this  action  could  not  be  maintained.  It  seems 
to  ufly  however,  that  the  arbitrators  were  not  employed  on 
those  terms,  though  my  Liord  Chief  Baron  has  a  doubt  on 
this  point.  We  think,  the  submission  being  expressly  by 
agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  they  only  are 
parties  to  the  instrument,  and  there  is  no  contract  by  it 
with  the  arbitrators ;  and  the  effect  of  the  agreement  is 
to  give  power  to  the  arbitrators  to  decide,  inter  se,  in  what 
proportions  each  party  is  to  be  liable  to  pay  the  expenses 
of  the  reference,  including,  inter  alia,  the  recompense  to  the 
arbitrators.  This  contract  of  the  two  parties  is  evidence  by 
their  own  admission  that  the  arbitrators  were  to  be  paid  for 
their  trouble,  and  might  be  used  for  that  purpose,  if  the 
arbitrators  had  to  sue  the  parties  for  their  services ;  but  it 
IS  no  agreement  between  the  employers  and  the  employed, 
binding  the  latter  to  this  mode  of  payment. 

This  being  so,  both  the  parties,  having  jointly  employed 
the  arbitrators,  would,  as  between  them  and  the  arbitrators, 
be  jointly  liable  to  pay  a  reasonable  compensation,  and  when 
it  should  become  due :  but  neither  of  them  would  be  bound 
to  pay,  unless  both  these  circumstances  should  concur;  and, 
in  order  to  recover  contribution,  the  plaintiff  must  shew, 
that  by  the  award  a  definite  portion  of  this  sum  was  to  be 
paid  by  the  defendant,  for  the  award  regulates  the  propor- 
tion inter  se. 
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^848.^  Now,  on  referring  to  my  Brother  CoUmarCs  notes,  we 

find  that  Mr.  WeUby  objected  that  some  of  these  conditions 
were  not  complied  with. 

First,  that  the  award  was  not  binding,  as  the  condition 
of  the  submission  was  not  performed ;  and  if  so,  the  arbi- 
trators would  not  be  entitled  to  recover,  and  the  plaintifi^  not 
bound  to  pay,  for  they  could  be  entitled  only  if  they  made 
a  valid  award.  This  objection  appears  to  have  been  an- 
swered by  evidence  of  the  waiver  of  that  condition ;  and 
unless  the  jury  had  been  satisfied  of  that,  the  verdict 
would  not  have  been  found  on  the  account  stated.  He  ob- 
jected, in  the  next  place,  that  the  costs  of  the  reference 
were  not  ascertained  by  the  award,  or  by  the  taxation  of 
the  Court,  the  reference  being  capable  of  being  made  a 
rule  of  Court.     Now  this  we  think  a  fatal  objection. 

Without  saying  whether  the  remuneration  to  the  arbi- 
trators for  thjsir  trouble  ought  to  have  been  ascertained, 
either  by  the  award  or  by  taxation,  the  residue  of  the  costs 
of  the  reference  ought  to  have  been  ascertained  in  one  of 
these  ways,  before  the  amount  payable  by  the  defendant 
could  be  ascertained.  AU  the  costs  of  both  sides,  as  well 
as  the  costs  of  and  recompense  to  the  arbitrators,  are  to  be 
divided  by  the  terms  of  this  award ;  for  the  award  is  not 
that  each  party  is  to  pay  his  own  costs  of  the  reference, 
and  one  moiety  of  those  of  the  arbitrators,  but  one  moiety 
of  ail  brought  into  hotchpot ;  so  that  whether  the  defendant 
would  have  anything  to  pay,  or  how  much,  to  the  plaintiff, 
could  not  be  ascertained  until  then* 

Rule  discharged. 
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1848. 

Trial  at  Bar, 
Befbre  Parks,  B.,  Alderson,  B.,  Rolfe,  B.,  and  Platt,  B. 


JW.  14,15, 

Bttron  w.  Denbian,  Esq.  *  ^^• 

iRESPASS. — The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated^  The  defendant, 
that  the  plaintiff,  during  all  or  any  of  the  time  in  that  mand»*8U." 
count  mentioned,  was  not  a  subject  of  the  Sovereign  of  tionedonthe 

•^  .  °  coast  of  Africa, 

these  realms,  and  so  not  being  such  subject  as  aforesaid,  with  instrac 
heretofore,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  was  lawfully  possessed  of  certain  press  the  sfare 
slaves,  goods,  chattels,  effects,  &c.,  then  being  without  the  *^^^"  "Sie 
dominions  of  the  Sovereign  of  these  realms,  (that  is  to  say),  woTernor  of 

-  ,.  .      .^^^    «  /,  ,  .        /»   1       Sierra  Leone 

of  divers,  to  wit,  4000  slaves,  oi  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  to  obtain  the 
value  of  £100,000,  and  of  divers  goods,  chattels,  effects,  l^'SritUh' 
(that  is  to  say),  &c.,  and  continued  so  possessed  until  the  f^^JfJ*"  ***" 

taineo  as  slaves 

defendant  afterwards,  and  whilst  the  said  slaves,   goods,  at  the  Galiinas 

diattels,   effects,   &c.    were  so  respectively   without  the  the  king  of  that 

dominions  aforesaid,  and  whilst  the  plaintiff  was  so  pos-  cffectiln'Sat"^ 

sessed  and  was  not  subject  as  aforesaid,   to  wit,  on  &c.,  object  to  use 

,  ,  force,  if  neces* 

with  force  and  arms,  seized,  took,  and  carried  away  the  sary.  He  ac- 
said  slaves,  goods,  chattels,  effects,  &c.,  whereby  the  same  ^^toUie' 
became  and  were  wholly  lost  to  the  plaintiff.      The  second  ^*^**°"«  ^^^ 

•^  *■  an  armed  force, 

and,  having 
landed  at  Dombooorro,  took  military  possession  of  a  barracoon  beloQg:ing  to  the  plaintiff,  who 
was  a  Spaniard,  carrying  on  the  slave  trade  at  the  Galiinas.  He  then  communicated  with  the 
long  of  the  country,  and  the  two  British  subjects  having  been  released,  the  defendant  concluded  a 
treaty  for  the  abolition  of  the  slave  trade  in  that  country.  In  execution  of  this  treaty,  the  de- 
fendant fired  the  barracoons  of  the  plaintiff,  and  carried  away  his  slaves  to  Sierra  Leone,  where 
they  were  liberated.  Some  of  the  plaintiff's  goods,  used  in  the  slave  traffic,  were  claimed  by 
the  king  aa  forfeited,  and  delivered  up  to  him ;  other  goods  were  destroyed.  These  proceed* 
ings  having  been  communicated  to  the  Lords  of  the  Admiralty,  and  the  Secretaries  of  State  for 
the  foreign  and  colonial  departments,  they  respectively,  by  letter,  adopted  and  ratified  the  act 
of  die  defendant : — Hetdf  first,  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  property  in  his  slaves,  and  might  main- 
tain trespass  for  their  seizure,  the  slave  trade  not  being  piratical  by  the  law  of  nations,  and  it 
not  appearing  that  Spain  had  passed  any  law  abolishing  the  slave  trade  pursuant  to  the  treaty 
embod.ed  in  the  6  &  7  Will.  4,  e.  6. 

Secondly,  that  the  ratification  of  the  defendant's  act  by  the  ministers  of  state  was  equivalent 
to  a  prior  command,  and  rendered  it  an  act  of  state,  for  which  the  Crown  was  alone  responsible, 
(Park€p  B.,  dubitante)  :  and  that  such  defence  was  open  under  the  general  issue. 
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1848.  count  stated,  that  the  defendant,  on  Ac,  with  force  and 
arms,  and  against  the  peace  of  oar  Lady  the  Queen,  burnt, 
damaged,  and  destroyed  divers  other  goods,  chattels,  and 
effects  of  the  plaintiff,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded  numerous  pleas,  of  which  the 
following  only  are  material  for  the  present  questions : — 

First,  not  guilty. 

Second,  to  the  first  count,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
lawfully  possessed  of  the  said  slaves,  goods,  chattels,  effects, 
&c,  or  of  any  or  either  of  them,  modo  et  form&. 

Fourth,  to  so  much  of  the  first  count  as  relates  to 
the  seizing,  taking,  and  carrying  away  the  slaves  therein 
mentioned,  that,  before  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the 
supposed  trespasses,  to  wit,  on  &c,  a  treaty  was  entered 
into  and  concluded  between  our  late  Lord  the  Eong, 
William  the  Fourth,  and  the  Queen  Regent  of  Spain, 
during  the  minority  of  her  daughter.  Donna  Isabella  the 
Second,  Queen  of  Spain,  the  said  parties  then  having  full 
power  to  enter  into  and  conclude  the  said  treaty  on  the 
part  of  this  kingdom  and  the  kingdom  of  Spain  respect- 
ively; and  that  the  said  treaty  was  and  is  the  treaty 
mentioned  and  set  forth  in  an  act  of  Parliament  passed 
in  the  session  of  Parliament  holden  in  the  sixth  and 
seventh  years  of  the  reign  of  his  said  late  Majesty  King 
William  the  Fourth,  intituled  '^  An  Act  for  carrying  into 
effect  a  treaty  made  between  his  Majesty  and  the  Queen 
Begent  of  Spain,  for  the  abolition  of  the  slave  trade,"  and 
was  of  the  tenor  and  effect  in  the  recital  of  the  said  act  set 
forth ;  and  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &c,  the  said  treaty 
was  duly  ratified,  and  the  ratification  thereof  exchanged ; 
and  that  the  said  treaty,  from  thence  until  and  at  the  time 
when  &c,  continued,  and  was  and  still  is  in  fuU  force  and 
effect,  and  a  much  longer  time  than  two  months,  to  ynt, 
five  years,  from  the  time  of  ratifying  and  exchanging  the 
ratifications  of  the  said  treaty,  had  elapsed,  and  the  said  act 
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of  Pariiament  bad  been  passed  and  in  force,  before  the  said  1848. 
time  when  &c.  And  the  defendant  says,  that  the  plaintiff, 
at  the  time  of  the  making  and  ratifying  of  the  said  treaty, 
and  from  thence  until  and  at  the  time  when  &c.,  was  a 
sabject  of  and  owed  allegiance  to  the  kingdom  of  Spain, 
and  obedience  to  the  laws  of  that  kingdom,  and  that  the 
slaves  in  the  dedaration  mentioned  were  natives  of  Africa, 
bom  free,  and  reduced  to  slavery  by  force  and  duress,  and 
that  the  plaintiff,  after  the  said  two  months  had  elapsed, 
and  the  said  act  had  been  passed,  and  before  the  said  time 
when  &C.,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  and  on  divers  days  between 
that  day  and  the  said  time  when  &c.,  though  well  knowing 
the  premises,  had  procured,  and  at  the  said  time  when  &c. 
was  possessed  of  the  said  sUves,  against  their  will,  on  the 
coast  of  Africa  north  of  the  equator,  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  on  the  slave  trade  therewith,  by  transporting  them 
from  Africa,  where,  at  the  said  time  when  &c.,  they  were,  and 
where  the  supposed  trespasses  were  committed,  to  certain 
other  places  beyond  the  seas,  to  wit,  the  West  Indies,  to  be 
there  sold  and  used  as  slaves,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the 
said  treaty  and  in  violation  thereof;  and  the  plaintiff,  at  the 
said  lime  when  &c.,  was  about  to  and  woidd  have  caused 
the  said  slaves  to  be  so  transported,  sold,  and  used  as  slaves, 
had  not  the  defendant  set  them  free,  as  hereinafter  men- 
tioned :  whereupon  the  defendant,  being  a  subject  of  this 
kingdom,  and  holding  the  rank  of  commander  in  the  Royal 
Navy  thereof,  and  being  a  commander  of  a  vessel  of  war, 
to  wit,  the  ^*  Wanderer,"  in  the  naval  service  thereof,  and 
duly  authorised  and  instructed  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro-* 
viaons  of  the  said  treaty,  in  the  manner  therein  provided, 
as  the  servant  of  her  Majesty  Queen  Victoria,  then  and 
still  being  the  Queen  of  this  kingdom,  and  by  her  command, 
£d,  at  the  said  time  when  &c.,  seize,  take,  and  carry  away 
the  said  slaves,  for  the  purpose  of  setting  them  free,  and 
preventing  the  plaintiff  from  acting  as  aforesaid,  and  vio- 
lating the  said  treaty,  and  did  then  set  them  free,  using 
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no  uQneceeaaiy  violence,  and  doing  no  more  than  was  ne- 
ceesaiy  for  that  purpose :  qum  sunt  eadem,  &c — Verifi- 
cation. 

Ninth,  to  the  first  count,  except  ae  to  seizing  the  slaves, 
(after  stadng  the  treaty,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  sub- 
ject of  Spain,  in  the  same  terms  as  in  the  above  plea), 
that  the  plainU^  at  the  said  time  when  &c.,  though  well 
knowing  the  premises,  was  concerned  and  employed  in 
carrying  on,  and  did  during  and  at  that  time  carry  on  the 
said  trade  or  traffic,  contrary  to  the  proviaons  of  the  said 
treaty  and  in  violation  thereof,  at  a  certain  place  on  the 
western  coast  of  Africa  north  of  the  equator,  and  that  in 
the  course  of  his  carrying  on  the  sud  trade  or  traffic,  and 
for  the  purpose  thereof^  the  pluntiff,  before  the  said  time 
when  &c.,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  and  on  divers  days  and  times 
between  that  day  and  the  said  time  when  &c.,  had  caused 
and  procured  the  said  goods,  chattels,  effects,  &c.  in  the 
first  count  mentioned  to  be  imported  to  the  said  place  on 
the  west  coast  of  Africa,  for  the  purpose  and  with  the 
intent  of  u^ng  the  same  in  canying  on  the  s^d  trade  or 
traffic,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  treaty  and 
in  violation  thereof,  to  wit,  by  the  exchanging  the  said 
goods,  chattels,  efiects,  &c.  respectively  for  human  beings, 
and  obt^ning  such  human  beings  in  exchange  for  the  same 
respectively,  and  of  Uiereupon  transporting  them,  the  said 
human  beings  so  obtained,  to  certain  other  parts  beyond 
the  seas,  to  wit,  the  West  Indies,  to  be  there  sold  and 
used  as  slavee,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  aaid  treaty 
and  in  violation  thereof;  and  that  the  pluntiff,  at  the  said 
1  &&,  was  possessed  of  the  said  goods,  chattels, 
;.  at  the  stud  place,  for  the  sole  purpose  of  being 
I  carrying  on  the  same  trade  or  traffic,  to  wit, 
'  aforesaid ;  and  that  the  plaintifi"  was  then  about 
led  to  use,  and  would  then  have  used,  the  said 
ittels,  effects,  &c.,  in  manner  and  for  the  puiv 
ssaid,  in  carrying   on  the  stud  trade  or  traffic. 
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contrary  to  the  provisionB  of  the  add  treaty  and  in  vio- 
lation thereof,  had  not  the  defendant  seized,  taken,  and 
carried  away  the  same,  as  hereinafter  mentioned:  where- 
upon the  defendant,  then  being  a  subject  of  this  kingdom, 
and  holding  the  rank  of  commander  in  the  Koyal  Navy 
thereof,  and  being  the  conmiander  of  a  vessel  of  war,  to 
wit,  the  ^*  Wanderer,"  in  the  naval  service  thereof,  and  duly 
authorised  and  instructed  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  the  said  treaty  in  the  manner  therein  provided,  in  order 
to  prevent  the  plaintiff  firom  so  using  the  said  goods, 
chattels,  effects,  &c,  and  from  violating  the  treaty  afore- 
said, and  as  servant  of  her  Majesty  Queen  Victoria,  then 
and  still  being  the  Queen  of  this  kingdom,  and  by  her 
command,  did,  to  wit,  at  the  said  time  when  &c,  seize, 
take,  and  carry  away  the  said  goods,  chattels,  effects,  &c., 
using  no  more  force  and  doing  no  more  than  was  necessary 
for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  plaintiff  firom  so  using 
the  said  goods,  chattels,  effects,  &c,  contrary  to  the  said 
treaty,  and  in  violation  thereof:  quae  sunt  eadem  &c. — 
Verification. 

Fourteenth,  to  the  second  count,  that  the  goods,  chattels, 
effects,  &c  in  that  count  mentioned  were  not  the  goods, 
chattels,  &c.  of  the  plaintiff,  modo  et  fbrm&. 

Sixteenth,  to  the  second  count,  a  similar  plea  to  the 
nintL 

The  plaintiff  joined  issue  on  the  first,  second,  and  four- 
teenth pleas,  and  to  the  fourth  replied  (a),  that,  though  true 


1848. 


(a)  The  replications  to  the  4th, 
IHh,  and  16th  pleas  were  origi- 
nally as  follows: — That,  at  the 
said  time  when  &c.,  the  said 
slaTes  were  on  land,  and  at  the 
said  place  in  the  said  pleas  men- 
tioned, being  a  certain  place  or 
conntry  called  Grallinas,  and  not 
parcel  or  within  the  dominions 
of  the  Queen  of  Great  Britain 


or  of  the  Queen  of  Spain,  or  sub- 
ject to  the  laws,  treaties,  or  regu- 
lations either  of  Great  Britain  or 
of  Spain,  to  wit,  on  the  continent 
of  Africa,  and  were  not,  nor  were 
nor  was  any  or  either  of  them,  on 
board  any  ships  or  vessels,  nor 
had  the  same,  or  any  or  either  of 
them,  been  at  any  time  met  with 
or  found  by  the  defendant,  or  by 
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it  is  that  the  said  treaty  was  entered  into  and  concluded  as 
in  that  plea  mentioned^  and  that  the  said  treaty  was  so  rati- 
fied and  the  ratifications  thereof  so  exchanged  as  therein 
mentioned^  and  that  the  said  act  of  Parliament  was  so  passed 
as  therein  mentioned,  and  that  the  defendant  was  so  holding 
such  rank  and  was  such  commander,  and  duly  authorised  and 
instructed,  as  in  that  plea  mentioned,  to  carry  into  effect  the 
provisions  of  the  said  treaty  in  the  manner  in  the  said  treaty 
provided,  for  replication  nevertheless  the  plaintiff  saith,  that 


the  said  ship  of  war  whereof  he 
was  such  commauder^  or  hy  any 
ship  of  war  or  cruiser  of  her 
Majesty  the  Queen  of  Great  Bri- 
tain or  the  Queen  of  Spain,  upon 
or  during  any  voyage,  neither 
had  any  ship  or  vessel  having  the 
said  slaves,  or  any  or  either  of 
them,  on  hoard  thereof,  or  intend- 
ed to  receive  the  same,  or  any  or 
either  of  them,  on  hoard  thereof 
or  from  which  the  same,  or  any 
or  either  of  them,  had  heen  dis- 
embarked, been  met  with  or 
found  by  the  defendant,  or  by 
the  said  ship  of  war  whereof  he 
was  such  commander,  or  by  any 
ship  of  war  or  cruiser  of  her 
Majesty  the  Queen  of  Great  Bri- 
tain or  of  the  Queen  of  Spain, 
upon  or  during  any  voyage,  nor 
taken  or  detained,  visited  or 
searched,  by  the  defendant  or  by 
any  officer  commanding  any  ship 
of  either  of  their  said  Majesties, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  said 
treaty. — ^Verification. 

To  these  replications  the  de- 
fendant demurred;  and  his  point 
for  argument  was,  that  the  re- 
plications admitted  an  intended 
violation  of  the  treaty,  which  the 


defendant  was  justified  in  pre- 
venting. 

Sir  T,  Wilde  argued  in  sup- 
port of  the  demurrers  (5th  June 
and  Idth  Nov.,  1844),  and  cit«d 
the  following  statutes  and  cases: 
— ^1  Geo.  3,  c.  23;  68  Geo.  3, 
c.  36;  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  6;  0(m- 
toa^  V.  Oray^  (10  East,  536); 
•TbAfMton  v.  Stakm^  (1  T.  R.  546); 
Forbes  v.  Cochrane^  (2  B.  &  C. 
448);  Madrazo  v.  WiUea,  (3  B. 
&  Aid.  353);  The  Amedie,  (1 
Dod.  84,  n.);  7%e  Donna  Mart- 
anna,  (1  Dod.  91);  The  Diana^ 
(1  Dod.  95);  Handcoek  y.  Bakery 
(2  B.  &  P.  260). 

Sir  F,  Kelljf  argued  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  cited  the  foUowing 
statutes  and  cases: — 5  G«o.  4, 
c.  113;  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  96;  X0 
Louis,  (2  Dod.  210);  Com.  Dig. 
tit.  "  Pleader,"  (3  M.  16.) 

Sir  T.  Wilde,  in  reply,  cited 
47  G«o. 3,  sess.  1,  c. 36;  5 Geo. 4, 
c.  113;  and  3  &  4  Will  4,  c.  73. 

The  Court  suggested  that  the 
replications  should  be  amended 
by  traversing  the  command  of 
the  Queen,  which  was  accord- 
ingly done. 
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the  defendant,  at  the  said  time  when  &c,  sdzed,  took,  1848. 
and  carried  away  the  said  slaves  without  the  command  of 
her  Majesty  Queen  Victoria,  and  not  by  the  command  of 
her  said  Majesty,  modo  et  form&,  concluding  to  the  coimtry. 
There  were  nmilar  replications  to  the  ninth  and  six- 
teenth pleas. 

M.  D,  IRU{a)  opened  the  case  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff, 
and,  after  adverting  to  the  statutes  58  Geo.  3,  sess.  1,  c.  36, 
and  6  &  7  WilL  4,  c  6,  relied  upon  the  case  of  Madrazo  v. 
WUki  (&)  as  an  express  authority  to  shew  that  a  foreigner, 
who  is  not  prohibited  &om  carrying  on  the  slave  trade  by 
the  laws  of  his  own  country,  may,  in  a  British  court  of 
justice,  recover  damages  sustained  by  him  in  respect  of  the 
wrongfid  seizure,  by  a  British  subject,  of  a  cargo  of  slaves 
on  board  a  ship  then  employed  by  him  in  carrying  on  the 
African  slave  trade. 

The  following  facts  were  proved  in  evidence : — The  plain- 
tiff was  a  Spaniard,  who  carried  on  the  slave  trade  at  the 
Gallinas,  on  the  western  coast  of  Africa,  north  of  the 
equator.  He  possessed  banracoons  or  factories  at  Kama- 
sura,  Chicore,  Dombocorro,  Etaro,  and  other  places  in  the 
Gallinas.  The  defendant  held  the  rank  of  commander  in 
the  Boyal  Navy,  and  in  March,  1840,  had  been  placed,  as 
senior  officer,  in  charge  of  a  part  of  the  coast  of  Africa 
lying  between  Capes  Verde  and  Palmas,  with  instructions  to 
suppress  the  slave  trade.  Whilst  so  engaged,  he  received  a 
letter  dated  the  30th  of  October,  1840,  from  Colonel  Sir 
IKchard  Doherty,  the  then  Governor  of  Sierra  Leone,  re- 
questing him  to  take  measures  for  the  immediate  liberation 
of  a  negro  woman  named  Fry  Norman,  and  her  child,  Bri- 
tish subjects  belonging  to  Sierra  Leone,  who  were  detained 

(a)  M,  2).  Hilly  Martin^  and      Codhwrn^  and  Willety  for  the  de- 
F.  Robmson,  for  the    plaintiflP.      fendant. 
The  AUonug^-Omieral^   Oodtfrn^         (h)  3  B.  &  Aid.  853. 
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1848.  as  slaves  at  the  Grallinas  by  Prince  Manna,  the  eldest  son  of 
King  Siaoca,  the  negro  sovereign  of  that  country.  This 
letter  contained  the  following  passage : — ^*  Bnt  should  it  be 
found  impossible  to  effect  this  object  without  resorting  to 
force,  you  will  employ  force  as  far  as  may  be  necessary, 
and  as  your  orders  and  the  rules  of  your  service  may  per- 
mit. Should  circumstances  require  it,  I  shall  be  prepared 
to  assist  you,  to  the  extent  of  my  ability,  with  a  military 
party  from  this  garrison,  or  in  such  other  manner  as  may 
appear  to  you  advisable.**  Accordingly,  on  the  19th  of 
November,  1840,  the  defendant,  having  previously  issued  a 
'^  general  order"  respecting  the  expedition,  entered  the 
Gallinas  river  with  the  British  vessels  "Wanderer,**  **Rol- 
la,"  and  "  Saracen,**  and  an  armed  force  of  about  120  men. 
Observing  that  the  Spaniards  were  carrying  off  in  their  ca- 
noes a  number  of  slaves,  the  defendant  chased  them,  and 
succeeded  in  capturing  about  ninety,  amongst  whom  were 
two  British  subjects,  named  John  Fraser  and  John  Parker. 
The  defendant  landed  at  Dombocorro,  and,  having  taken 
possession  of  the  plaantiff*s  barracoons,  spiked  the  guns  and 
placed  sentinels  at  the  doors.  At  this  time  the  govern- 
ment of  the  Gallinas  consisted  of  King  Siacca,  his  eldest 
son  Prince  Manna,  and  three  chiefs  of  the  name  of  Rogers. 
The  defendant  wrote  to  Eong  Siacca,  demanding  the  libera- 
tion of  Fry  Norman  and  her  child,  and  complaining  of  the 
conduct  of  the  Spaniards  in  carrying  on  the  slave  trade. 
Several  letters  having  passed,  the  woman,  Fry  Norman,  and 
her  child  were  delivered  up;  and  on  the  2l8t  of  November, 
1840,  the  following  treaty  was  concluded  and  signed  by 
the  defendant,  and  Prince  Manna  on  behalf  of  King  Siacca 
(who  was  bedridden  Scorn  old  age),  and  the  chiefs  of  the 
country : — 

'*  In  consequence  of  the  white  slave-dealers  settled  in  the 
river  Gallinas  having  prevented  the  boats  of  her  Britannic 
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Majesty B  ships  from  receiving  the  common  rights  of  hu-  1848. 
manity  when  in  distress  and  seeking  refiige  in  Eang  Siacca's 
waters,  in  violation  of  his  dignity  and  of  his  rights,  thus  ex- 
posing him  to  differences  with  the  Queen  of  England ;  and 
also  in  consequence  of  a  Sierra  Leone  boy  having  been 
made  a  slave  of  by  these  men  at  the  river  Gallinas,  who 
was  discovered  and  released  by  Commander  Denman  on 
the  19th  inst— 

*'  Ist.  Eong  Siacca  engages  totally  to  destroy  the  facto- 
ries belonging  to  these  white  men  without  delay. 

**  2nd.  King  Siacca  engages  to  give  up  to  Commander 
Denman  all  the  slaves  who  were  in  the  barracoons  of  the 
white  slave-dealers  when  he  entered  the  river,  and  have  been 
carried  off  into  the  bush. 

'*  3rd.  King  Siacca  engages  to  send  these  bad  white  men 
out  of  his  country  by  the  first  opportunity,  and  within  one 
month  firom  this  date. 

''4th.  King  Siacca  binds  himself  in  the  most  solemn 
manner  that  no  white  men  shall  ever  for  the  future  settle 
in  his  country  for  the  purpose  of  slave  trading. 

**  5th.  Commander  Denman,  upon  the  part  of  her  Britan- 
mc  Majesty,  promises  never  to  molest  any  of  the  legitimate 
ocmmieroe  of  the  GalUnas;  but  that,  on  the  contrary,  her 
ships  shall  afford  every  assistance  to  King  Siacca's  sub- 
jects, and  take  every  opportunity  of  promoting  his  com- 
merce. 

**  6th.  The  Governor  of  Sierra  Leone  will  use  his  influ- 
ence to  get  the  Sierra  Leone  people  to  open  the  trade  with 
King  Siacca's  country. 

''  7th.  No  white  men  fix)m  Sierra  Leone  shall  settle  down 
in  King  Siacca's  coimtry  without  his  full  permission  and 
consent 

'*8th.  All  complaints  that  King  Siacca  may  have  to  make 
hereafter  concerning  any  of  her  Majesty's  ships,  he  is  re- 
quested to  forward  at  once  to  Sierra  Leone;  and  a  full  in- 
vestigation, and  such  redress  as  the  occasion  may  require, 

VOL.   n.  N  BXCH. 


re 
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1B48.  ^      is  solemnly  promised  bj  Commander  Denman  on  the  part 
of  her  Britannic  Majesty. 

'^Done  at  Dombocorro,  in  the  river  GrallinaSy  this  2l6t 
day  of  November^  1840. 

Prikce  Manna  x  (mark). 
LicoMi  KooERs  X  (mark). 
*'  John  Siliphi  Booers  x-  (mark). 
''  Signed^  Jos.  Denman,  Commander  and  Senior 
Officer  on  the  Sierra  Leone  station." 

On  the  23rd  of  November,  the  defendant,  in  the  execu- 
tion of  this  treaty,  commenced  burning  the  plaintiff's  barra- 
ooons.  On  one  occasion,  at  the  request  of  Prince  Manna, 
the  defendant  with  his  own  hand  fired  two  rockets,  which 
burnt  the  barracoons  at  Kamasura.  The  defendant  also  set 
fire  to  the  village  of  Chicore,  by  which  the  plaintiff's  bar^ 
racoons  in  that  place  were  destroyed.  Before  the  expedi- 
tion landed,  there  were  about  300  slaves  in  these  barracoons, 
besides  great  quantities  of  cotton  and  woollen  goods,  gun- 
powder, spirits,  and  goods  of  various  descriptions  adapted 
for  slave  traffic  .  On  the  approach  of  the  expedition,  the 
slave-dealers  deserted  the  factories,  and  let  loose  the  slaves, 
who  were  driven  up  the  country.  Great  numbers  of  these 
slaves  were  afterwards  taken  by  the  defendant  and  carried 
to  Sierra  Leone,  where  they  were  emancipated.  The  goods 
were  claimed  by  King  Siacca,  as  forfeited  in  consequence  of 
the  owner  having  acted  in  defiance  of  his  law,  and  were  de- 
livered up  to  him;  the  gunpowder  was  thrown  into  the  river; 
and  the  casks  of  spirits  were  broken  in,  and  the  spirits  al- 
lowed to  flow  away  on  the  sand,  it  being  suggested  that  they 
were  poisoned.  The  defendant  continued  to  fire  the  burar- 
coons  until  the  26th,  (that  at  Dombocorro  being  the  last 
destroyed),  when  he  re-embarked  and  proceeded  to  Sierra 
Leone,  having  succeeded  in  liberating  841  slaves.  On 
the  28th  the  defendant  wrote  to  the  Gt)vemor  of  Sierra 
Leone  a  detailed  account  of  these  proceedings  at  the  Galli- 
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Has.  The  Governor  of  Sierra  Leone  forwarded  to  Lord  ]848. 
John  Buasell,  then  being  her  Majesty's  principal  Secretary 
of  State  for  the  Colonial  Department^  a  despatch  dated  the 
7th  of  December,  1840,  inclosing  the  defendant's  account 
of  these  proceedings.  A  report  was  also  sent  by  the  de- 
fendant to  Captain  Tucker,  the  senior  oflScer  of  her  Ma- 
jesty's ships  and  vessels  on  the  western  coast  of  Africa, 
who  forwarded  the  same  to  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  the 
Admiralty.  On  the  17  th  of  March,  1841,  the  following 
letter,  signed  by  the  Under-Secretary  of  the  Colonial  De- 
partment, was  sent,  by  the  direction  of  Lord  John  Russell, 
to  the  Foreign  Office,  addressed  to  one  of  the  under-secre- 
taries.  Viscount  Palmerston  then  being  her  Majesty's  prin- 
dpal  Secretary  of  State  for  the  Foreign  Department: — 

"  Downing  Street. 
'^  Sir, — I  am  directed  by  Lord  John  Russell  to  transmit 
to  you  herewith,  for  the  information  of  Viscount  Palmer- 
ston, copies  of  two  despatches,  and  of  their  inclosures, 
which  have  been  received  from  the  preceding  and  present 
governors  of  Sierra  Leone :  the  former  reporting  the  pro- 
ceedings of  Commander  the  Honourable  Joseph  Denman, 
ui  the  Gallinas,  by  which  that  officer  has  effected  the  re- 
covery of  two  of  her  Majesty's  subjects  from  captivity,  the 
destruction  of  eight  slave  factories,  and  the  liberation  of 
841  slaves;  and  die  latter  despatch  reporting  the  circum- 
stances under  which  a  slave-dealer  named  Canot  has  sur- 
rendered himself  and  104  slaves.  I  am  to  request,  that,  in 
kying  diese  papers  before  Viscount  Palmerston,  you  will 
state  to  his  Lordship  that  Lord  John  Russell  proposes  to 
present  them  to  Parliament,  by  command  of  her  Majesty, 
omitting  only  certain  passages  relating  to  Canot ;  and  that, 
with  his  Lordship's  concurrence.  Lord  John  Russell  further 
proposes  to  convey  to  the  Governor  of  Sierra  Leone  his 
entire  approbation  of  Colonel  Doherty's  conduct  in  urging 
the  interposition  of  her  Majesty's  naval  officers  on  behalf 

n2 
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1848.  of  the  woman  and  child  who  were  detained  in  the  Grallinas ; 
and^  secondly,  to  represent  to  the  Lords  Commissioners  of 
the  Admiraltj,  that  her  Majesty's  government  entertain 
a  high  sense  of  the  very  spirited  and  able  conduct  of  Com- 
mander Denman,  and  its  important  residts  to  the  interests 
of  humanity.     I  am,  sir,  &c., 

"  J.  Backhouse,  Esq.  "  James  Stephen." 

On  the  23d  March,  1841,  Sir  John  Barrow,  one  of  the 
secretaries  of  the  Admiralty,  by  command  of  the  Lords 
Commissioners,  transmitted  to  the  Foreign  Office  a  copy 
of  the  defendant's  letter  to  the  senior  officer  of  her  Majesty's 
ships  on  the  western  coast  of  Africa,  to  which  the  follow- 
ing reply  was  sent,  signed  by  one  of  the  under-secretaries 
of  the  Foreign  Department : — 

«  [Slave  Trade.'] 

«  Foreign  Office,  April  6,  1841. 
"  Sir, — I  am  directed  by  Viscount  Palmerston  to  acknow- 
ledge the  receipt  of  your  letter  of  the  23d  ult,  inclosing  a 
copy  of  a  letter  from  Commander  the  Honourable  Joseph 
Denman,  reporting  his  proceedings  on  the  coast  of  Africa 
in  putting  down  the  slave  trade.  I  am  to  request  that  you 
will  state  to  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  the  Admiralty, 
that  Lord  Palmerston  is  of  opinion  that  the  conduct  of 
Commander  Denman,  in  his  proceedings  against  the  slave 
factories  at  the  Gallinas,  ought  to  be  approved.  And  I  am 
to  add,  that  Lord  Palmerston  woidd  recommend  that  similar 
operations  should  be  executed  against  all  the  piratical  slave 
trade  establishments  which  may  be  met  with  on  parts  of 
the  coast  not  belonging  to  any  civilised  power.  The  course 
pursued  by  Captain  Denman  seems  to  be  the  best  adapted 
for  the  attainment  of  the  object  in  view ;  and  the  com- 
manding officers  of  such  of  her  Majesty's  cruisers  as  may 
be  employed  in  such  duties  should  endeavour  to  obtain  the 
formal  permission  of  the  native  chiefs  for  the  destruction 
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of  the  slave  factories  within  their  territories,  leaving  to        1848. 
those  chiefs  all  the  merchandize  which  may  be  stored  up  in 
those  factories,  the  British  officers  contenting  themselves 
with  destroying  the  &ctories,  and  conveying  to  Sierra  Leone 
any  slaves  that  may  be  found  in  them.     I  am,  &c., 

"  J.  Backhouse." 

On  the  7th  April,  1841,  the  following  letter  was  sent 
irom  the  Colonial  Office  to  the  Admiralty,  addressed  to 
one  of  the  under-secretaries : — 

"  Downing  Street. 

Sir, — I  am  directed  by  Lord  John  Kussell  to  transmit 
to  you  herewith  inclosed  copies  of  one  despatch,  and  of  its 
indosures,  and  an  extract  of  another  despatch,  with  copy 
of  its  inclosure,  which  have  been  received  from  the  pre- 
ceding and  present  governors  of  Sierra  Leone,  reporting 
the  proceedings  of  Commander  the  Honourable  Joseph 
Denman  at  the  Gallinas,  by  which  that  officer  has  effected 
the  recovery  of  two  of  her  Majesty's  subjects,  the  destruc- 
tion of  eight  slave  factories,  and  the  liberation  of  841  slaves ; 
and  I  am  to  request  that  you  will  lay  these  papers  before 
the  Lords  Commissioners,  and  move  their  Lordships  to  ex- 
press to  Conmiander  Denman  the  high  sense  which  her 
Majesty's  government  entertain  of  his  very  spirited  and 
able  conduct  at  the  Grallinas,  and  of  its  important  results  to 
the  interests  of  humanity. 

"  I  am  further  directed  to  request  that  you  will  move 
the  Lords  Commissioners  to  instruct  the  officers  command- 
ing her  Majesty's  ships  and  vessels  on  the  western  coast 
of  Afirica,  that  it  is  the  opinion  of  her  Majesty's  govern- 
ment, that  operations  similar  to  those  undertaken  by  Com- 
mander Denman  at  the  Grallinas  should  be  executed  against 
all  the  piratical  slave  trade  establishments  which  may  be 
met  with  on  parts  of  the  coast  not  belonging  to  any  civilised 
power.     I  am,  &c., 

*' James  Stephen. 

"R.  More  O'Ferrall,  Esq.,  M.?.* 
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1848.^  On  the  28th  July^  I84I9  the  following  letter  was  sent 

from  the  Foreign  Office  to  the  Admiralty,  addressed  to  one 
of  the  under-secretaries  :— 

**  Sir, — I  am  directed  by  Viscount  Palmerston  to  acknow- 
ledge the  receipt  of  your  letter  of  the  I4th  instant,  trans- 
mitting copy  of  Commander  Denman's  report  of  his  pro- 
ceedings at  the  Grallinas  in  November  last. 

^'  I  am  to  request  that  you  will  state  to  the  Lords  Com- 
missioners of  the  Admiralty,  that  Lord  Palmerston  is  of 
opinion  that  the  proceedings  of  Commander  Denman  on 
the  occasion  in  question  were  highly  meritorious,  and  that 
it  is  extremely  desirable  that  a  similar  course  should  be 
pursued  in  other  places  along  the  coast  of  Africa,  not  being 
possessions  of  any  European  power,  at  which  slave  trade 
factories  have  been  established. 

^^  Lord  Palmerston  conceives  there  can  be  little  doubt, 
that,  in  all  such  cases,  an  agreement  might  be  made  with  the 
native  chiefs  similar  to  that  which  was  made  by  Commander 
Denman  with  the  Grallinas  chiefs ;  but  if  such  an  agreement 
should  in  any  case  be  found  impossible,  the  commanders  of 
her  Majesty's  cruisers  woidd  be  perfectly  justified  in  con- 
sidering European  slave  traders  established  in  the  territory 
of  the  native  chiefs  as  persons  engaged  in  a  piratical  under- 
taking ;  and  the  Britbh  commander  would  be  warranted  in 
landing  and  destroying  the  barracoons,  and  the  goods  con- 
tained in  them,  and  in  liberating  and  carrying  off  to  Sierra 
Leone  the  slaves  whom  they  might  find  therein. 

'^  Lord  Palmerston  is  of  opinion,  however,  that  it  would 
be  necessary,  in  such  cases,  that  full  and  complete  proof 
should  be  recorded  that  the  buildings  and  property  de- 
stroyed were  employed  for  slave  trade,  in  order  that  her 
Majesty's  government  might  be  able  to  give  an  indisputable 
answer  to  any  application  which  might  at  any  time  be  made 
on  behalf  of  the  slave  traders,  upon  the  false  pretence  that 
they  were  men  engaged  in  legal  commerce. 

**  I  am,  &c,  *'  Leveson." 
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The  above  letters  were  refened  to  in  the  margin  as        i848. 
annexee  to  the  following  letter  from  Lord  Aberdeen,  then 
Secretary  of  State  for  Foreign  Affairs,  to  the  Lords  of  the 
Admiralty,  and  were  read,  together  with  that  letter,  as 
part  of  the  plaintiff's  evidence : — 


Fordgn  Office,  May  20, 1842. 
My  Lords, — ^I  b^  to  call  your  attention  to  the  subject 
of  the  instructions  given  to  her  Majesty's  naval  officers 
employed  in  suppressing  slave  trade  on  the  coast  of  Africa, 
and  to  the  proceedings  which  have  taken  place  with  refer- 
ence thereto,  as  detailed  in  the  papers  named  in  the  margin 
of  this  letter.  Her  Majesty's  Advocate-General,  to  whom 
these  papers  have  been  submitted,  has  reported  that  he 
cannot  take  upon  himself  to  advise  that  all  the  proceedings, 
described  as  having  taken  place  at  Qallinas,  New  Cestos, 
and  Sea  Bar,  are  strictly  justifiable,  or  that  the  instructions 
of  her  Majesty's  naval  officers,  as  referred  to  in  these 
papers,  are  such  as  can  with  perfect  legality  be  carried  into 
execution.  The  Queen's  Advocate  is  of  opinion,  that  the 
blockading  rivers,  landing  and  destroying  buildings,  and 
carrying  off  persons  held  in  slavery  in  countries  with  which 
Grreat  Britain  is  not  at  war,  cannot  be  considered  as  sanc- 
tioned by  the  law  of  nations  or  by  the  provisions  of  any 
pjriflting  treaties ;  and  that,  however  desirable  it  may  be 
.  to  put  an  end  to  the  slave  trade,  a  good,  however  eminent, 
should  not  be  obtained  otherwise  than  by  lawful  means. 
AocorcUngly,  and  with  reference  to  the  proceedings  of  Capt. 
Nurse  at  Rio  Pengas,  on  the  28th  April,  1841,  as  well  as 
to  letters  addressed  from  this  department  to  the  Admiralty 
on  the  6th  April,  the  1st  and  17th  June,  and  the  28th  of 
July  of  last  year,  I  would  submit  to  the  consideration  of 
your  Lordships,  that  it  is  desirable  that  her  Majesty's  naval 
officers  employed  in  suppressing  the  slave  trade  should  be 
instructed  to  abstain  from  destroying  slave  factories  and 
carrying  off  persons  held  in  slavery,  unless  the  power,  upon 
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1848,^  Begent  of  Spain^  during  the  minority  of  her  daughter^ 
Donna  Isabella  the  Second,  engages  that,  immediately  after 
the  exchange  of  the  ratifications  of  the  present  treaty,  and 
from  time  to  time  afterwards  as  it  may  become  needful, 
her  Majesty  will  take  the  most  effectual  measures  for  pre- 
venting the  subjects  of  her  Catholic  Majesty  from  being 
concerned,  and  her  flag  from  being  used,  in  carrying  on  in 
any  way  the  trade  in  slaves ;  and  especially  that,  within 
two  months  after  the  said  exchange  she  will  promulgate 
throughout  the  dominions  of  her  Catholic  Majesty  a  penal 
law,  inflicting  a  severe  punishment  on  all  those  her  Catholic 
Majesty's  subjects  who  shall,  under  any  pretext  what^ 
soever,  take  any  part  whatever  in  the  traffic  in  slaves."  It 
is  said  that  the  defendant  must  prove  an  act  of  state  car- 
rying out  the  treaty ;  but  that  is  not  necessary.  If  the 
Crown,  acting  on  behalf  of  the  people,  makes  a  treaty,  no 
subject  has  a  right  to  bring  an  action  for  anything  done  in 
pursuance  of  that  treaty,  whether  sanctioned  by  the  muni- 
cipal law  or  not;  for  his  assent  is  virtually  implied  to  every 
act  of  his  own  government :  Conway  v.  Crray  (a). 

Secondly.  The  documents  adduced  in  evidence  prove  the 
issues  raised  on  the  fourth,  ninth,  and  sixteenth  pleas.  On 
the  6th  and  7th  of  April  and  28th  of  July,  1841,  two  of  the 
principal  Secretaries  of  State  expressed  their  approval  of  the 
defendant's  conduct ;  and,  as  the  Crown  can  do  no  act  ex- 
cept through  its  responsible  advisers,  their  approval  is  equi- 
valent to  the  Queen's  command.  It  is  not  necessary  that 
the  command  should  be  antecedent  to  the  act  done.  In 
the  case  of  The  RoUa  (A),  where  an  American  ship  and 
cargo  were  proceeded  against  for  a  breach  of  the  blockade 
of  Monte  Video  imposed  by  the  British  commander  Sir 
Home  Popham,  without  any  communication  with  his  go- 
vernment. Lord   StoweU,  in  delivering  judgment,  says: 

(a)  10  East)  686.  (6)  6  Bob.  964. 
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However  irregularly  he  may  have  acted  towards  his  own  ^  1848. 
govemmenty  the  subsequent  oonduct  of  Govermnent,  in 
adoptiiig  that  enterprise,  by  directing  a  further  eztennon 
of  that  oonquesty  will  have  the  effect  of  legitimating  the 
acts  done  by  him,  so  far  at  least  as  the  subjects  of  other 
countries  are  concerned."  In  Best  on  Presumptions  of  Law 
and  Fact  {a\  it  is  stated  to  be  '^  a  fixed  principle,  that  every 
ratification  has  relation  back  to  the  time  of  the  act  done — 
Onmis  ratihabitio  retrotrahitur  et  mandate  aequiparatur." 
Many  authorities  to  the  same  effect  are  collected  in  a  note 
to  the  case  of  Potter  v.  North  (&),  where,  treating  of  the 
authority  of  a  bailiff  to  distrain,  it  is  said :  '^  It  is  su£Scient 
for  the  defendant  in  his  cognizance  to  say  generally  '  as 
bailiff  of  J.  S.,'  without  shewing  his  authority;  and  a  subse- 
quent agreement  by  J.  S.  to  the  distress  amounts  to  an  au- 
thority, as  much  as  if  he  had  previously  directed  the  defend- 
ant to  distrain :  Bro.  Traverse,  3 ;  4  Mod.  378,  Lamb  y. 
mOs;  11  Mod.  112,  TreviUian  V.  Pine.  Therefore,  if  he 
makes  cognizance  as  bailiff  to  the  £jng,  he  need  not  al- 
lege a  patent;  Bro.  Bailiff,  2 ;  or  to  a  corporation,  he  need 
not  all^e  a  deed,  or  say  it  was  by  their  command :  3  Lev. 
107,  Manby  v.  Long.^  The  effect  of  this  ratification  by  tiie 
Crown  was  to  render  the  defendant's  act  an  act  of  state,  in 
respect  of  which  no  action  can  be  maintained:  Elpknutane 
Y.  Bedreechund  (c). 

M.  D.  Hill. — Assuming  that  there  was  a  ratification,  it 
will  not  support  the  issues  raised  on  the  Queen's  conunand. 
The  principle  on  which  the  **  ratihabitio"  has  proceeded  is, 
that  it  is  part  of  the  law  of  principal  and  agent,  and  it  has 
never  been  used  for  the  protection  or  justification  of  the 
agents  but  where  the  act  done  is  founded  on  a  right  ex- 
isting in  the  principal,  and  not  in  the  agent  except  as 


(a)  Page  28.  {h)  1  Saund.  347  c 

(c)  1  Knapp,  316. 
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1848.  ^  authorised  by  the  prindpal.  The  fiction  which  carries  back 
the  ratification,  and  gives  it  the  force  and  operation  of  a  prior 
command,  is,  like  other  legal  fictions,  in  favour  of  justice. 
The  question  between  the  parties  is  not  whether  the  agent 
had  a  right  to  do  the  act,  but  whether  it  ought  to  have  been 
done  at  all ;  and,  therefore,  if  the  principal  had  a  right  to  do 
it,  the  agent  is  empowered  to  vouch  his  subsequent  ratifica- 
tion. That  principle  is  now  attempted  to  be  used  in  a  man- 
ner which  neither  reason,  justice,  nor  analogy  drawn  from 
authority  can  justify.  It  is  not  for  the  purpose  of  shewing 
that  the  act  was  justifiable,  but  for  the  purpose  of  protect- 
ing the  party  committing  it  against  examination  as  to  whe- 
ther  it  was  right  or  wrong.  It  is  said  that  this  is  an  act  of 
state,  for  which  the  Crown  is  alone  responsible,  and  not  a 
matter  to  be  tried  by  the  municipal  law.  But  there  has 
been  no  publication  of  the  act  in  the  Grazette,  by  which  the 
Queen  of  Spain  could  be  informed  of  the  proper  mode  of 
seeking  redress  for  this  injury  to  one  of  her  subjects. 

Secondly.  There  has  been  no  ratification.  It  does  not 
appear  that  the  letters  of  the  Secretaries  of  State  were 
written  by  authority  under  the  Great  Seal,  which  is  neces- 
sary to  render  the  Crown  responsible  for  an  act  like  the 
present,  which  gives  a  cclsus  belli  to  the  Queen  of  Spain* 
Indeed,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  matter  was  in  any  way 
submitted  to  the  Queen.  The  Court  will  not  presume  a 
ratification,  the  effect  of  which  would  be  to  make  the  Crown 
responsible  for  a  violation  of  the  law  of  nations  towards  a 
friendly  power. 

Parke,  B.,  (in  summing  up). — With  respect  to  the 
issue,  whether  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of  these  slaves, 
your  verdict  must  be  for  the  plaintiff.  The  law  on  the 
subject  of  slaves  has  been  settled  by  the  case  of  Le  L(nds(a), 
which  has  been  referred  to.     That  case  was  decided,  in  the 

(a)  2  Dod.  210. 
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year  1817,  by  Sir  WilUam  Scott,  who  went  ftdly  into  the  1848. 
question  of  the  legality  of  the  slave  trade,  and  laid  down 
certidn  positions,  which  have  since  been  acquiesced  in  both 
in  this  country  and  abroad.  Those  positions  are,  first,  that 
dealers  in  slaves  are  not  pirates  by  the  law  of  nations,  and 
can  only  be  made  so  by  and  according  to  the  terms  of  a  treaty 
with  the  country  to  which  they  belong  prohibiting  the  slave 
trade ;  secondly,  that  tra^g  in  slaves  is  not  a  crime  by  the 
law  of  nations;  thirdly,  that  the  right  of  stopping  and 
searching  ships  in  time  of  peace  is  not  a  right  which  can 
belong  to  any  nation  except  by  contract  with  the  nation  to 
which  such  ships  belong ;  and,  fourthly,  that  if  there  be  a 
law  in  a  particular  country  prohibiting  the  slave  trade,  it  is 
not  open  to  every  one  to  punish  the  offender  against  that 
law,  but  proceedings  must  be  taken  in  the  tribunals  of  his 
own  country.  Those  propositions  being  dear,  a  question 
arises^  whether  the  plaintiff  can  maintain  this  action  for 
taking  away  his  slaves.  It  is  not  necessary  to  decide  whe- 
ther, if  he  had  been  simply  in  the  actual  possession  of  slaves, 
using  them  as  slaves,  he  could  have  recovered  against  any 
person  who  took  them  away :  on  that  point  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  give  an  opinion,  because,  according  to  the  evidence 
on  both  sides,  he  was  living  at  Grallinas,  where  it  was  lawful 
to  possess  slaves.  It  is  contended  that,  by  the  law  of  Spain, 
the  plaintiff  cannot  possess  a  property  in  slaves  for  the  pur- 
pose of  exporting  them,  as  slaves,  to  the  West  Indies. 
However,  there  is  no  evidence  of  such  law,  and  we  are  all, 
therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  second  and  fourteenth  issues, 
both  as  to  the  slaves  and  the  goods,  must  be  found  for  the 
plaintiff. 

The  principal  question  is,  whether  the  conduct  of  the 
defendant,  in  carrying  away  the  slaves,  and  conunitting  the 
other  alleged  trespasses,  can  be  justified  as  an  act  of  state, 
done  by  authority  of  the  Crown.  It  is  not  contended  that 
there  was  any  previous  authority.  If  the  defendant  had 
merely  instructions  according  to  the  terms  of  the  treaty  set 
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1848.  out  in  the  act  of  Parliamenty  those  instructions  would  only 
have  extended  to  the  stopping  of  ships  in  the  high  seas, 
within  the  limits  agreed  to  by  the  treaty  with  the  Spanish 
crown.  Therefore,  the  justification  of  the  defendant  de^ 
pends  upon  the  subsequent  ratification  of  his  acts.  A  well- 
known  maxim  of  the  law  between  private  individuab  is, 
*'  Omnis  ratihabitio  retrotrahitur  et  mandate  equiparatur." 
If,  for  instance,  a  bailiff  distrains  goods,  he  may  justify  the 
act  either  by  a  previous  or  subsequent  authority  from  the 
landlord ;  for,  if  an  act  be  done  by  a  person  as  agents  it  is  in 
general  inunaterial  whether  the  authority  be  given  prior  or 
subsequent  to  the  act  If  the  bailiff  so  authorised  be  a 
trespasser,  the  person  whose  goods  are  seized  has  his  remedy 
against  the  principal  Therefore,  generally  speaking,  be- 
tween subject  and  subject,  a  subsequent  ratification  of  an 
act  done  as  agent  is  equal  to  a  prior  authority.  That,  how- 
ever, is  not  universally  true.  In  the  case  of  a  tenant  from 
year  to  year,  who  has,  by  law,  a  right  to  a  half-year's  notice 
to  quit,  if  such  notice  be  given  by  an  agent,  without  the  au- 
thority of  the  landlord,  the  tenant  is  not  bound  by  it.  Such 
being  the  law  between  private  individuals,  the  question  is, 
whether  the  act  of  the  Sovereign,  ratifying  the  act  of  one  of 
his  officers,  can  be  distinguished.  On  that  subject  I  have 
conferred  with  my  learned  brethren,  and  they  are  decidedly 
of  opinion  that  the  ratification  of  the  Crown,  communi- 
cated as  it  has  been  in  the  present  case,  is  equivalent  to  a 
prior  command.  I  do  not  say  that  I  dissent ;  but  I  express 
my  concurrence  in  their  opinion  with  some  doubt,  because, 
on  reflection,  there  appears  to  mo  a  considerable  distinction 
between  the  present  case  and  the  ordinary  case  of  ratifica- 
tion by  subsequent  authority  between  private  individuals. 
If  an  individual  ratifies  an  act  done  on  his  behalf,  the  nature 
of  the  act  remains  unchanged,  it  is  still  a  mere  trespass,  and 
the  party  injured  has  his  option  to  sue  either;  if  the  Crown 
ratifies  an  act,  the  character  of  the  act  becomes  altered,  for  the 
ratification  does  not  give  the  party  injured  the  double  op- 
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tion  of  brmging  his  action  against  the  agent  who  committed        1848. 
the  trespass  or  the  principal  who  ratified  it,  but  a  remedy 
against  the  Crown  only  (such  as  it  is),  and  actually  exempts 
firom  all  liability  the  person  who  commits  the  trespass.   Whe- 
ther the  remedy  against  the  Crown  is  to  be  pursued  by 
petition  of  right,  or  whether  the  injury  is  an  act  of  state 
without  remedy,  except  by  appeal  to  the  justice  of  the 
state  which  inflicts  it,  or  by  application  of  the  individual  suf* 
feting  to  the  government  of  his  country,  to  iiunst  upon  comr 
pensation  from  the  government  of  this — ^in  either  view,  the 
wrong  is  no  longer  actionable.  Ido  not  feel  sostrong  upon  the 
point  as  to  say  that  I  dissent  from  the  opinion  of  my  learned 
brethren ;  therefore,  you  have  to  take  it  as  the  direction  of 
llie  Court,  that  if  the  Crown,  with  knowledge  of  what  has 
been  done,  ratified  the  defendant's  act  by  the  Secretaries  of 
State  or  the  Lords  of  the  Admiralty,  this  action  cannot  be 
maintained.    In  the  documents  which  have  been  read  there 
is  ample  evidence  of  ratification,  for  the  Secretary  of  State 
for  Foreign  AfiTairs,  the  Lords  of  the  Admiralty,  and  the 
Secretary  of  State  for  the  Colonial  Department,  on  re- 
ceiving the  report  of  the  Governor  of  Sierra  Leone,  and 
the  account  of  the  tmnaactions  given  by  the  defendant  him- 
self,  expressed  their  approbation  of  what  he  had  done.    The 
acts,  indeed,  have  never  been  published,  and  that  is  one  of 
the  circumstances  which  created  a  doubt  in  my  mind.    But, 
although  the  ratification  was  not  known  before  this  action 
was  commenced,  that  fact  makes  no  difference  in  the  opinion 
of  the  Court.    A  previous  command  would  be  unknown,  if 
^ven  verbally;  and  a  subsequent  ratification,  though  un- 
known, will  have  the  same  effect. 

It  is  argued,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  Crown 
can  only  speak  by  an  authentic  instrument  under  the  Great 
Seal,  and  that,  therefore,  the  ratification  ought  to  have  been 
under  the  Great  SeaL  We  are  clearly  of  opinion,  that,  as 
the  original  act  would  have  been  an  act  of  the  Crown,  if 
communicated  by  a  written  or  parol  direction  from  the 
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IS4S.  ^  Board  of  Admiralty,  so  this  ratification,  communicated  in 
the  way  it  has  been,  is  equally  good.  I  should  observe 
that  the  Court  are  of  opinion  that  it  is  not  necessary  for 
the  defendant  to  prove  the  pleas  which  expressly  state  the 
authority  of  the  Crown ;  for  if  this  act,  by  adoption,  be- 
comes the  act  of  the  Crown,  the  seizure  of  the  slaves  and 
goods  by  the  defendant  is  a  seizure  by  the  Crown,  and  an 
act  of  state  for  which  the  defendant  is  irresponsible,  and, 
therefore,  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  the  plea  of  ^^  Not  guilty." 

The  jury  found  that  the  Crown  had  ratified  the  act  of  the 
defendant,  with  full  knowledge  of  what  he  had  done,  where- 
upon a  verdict  was  taken  for  him  on  the  4th,  9th,  and  16th 
pleas.  A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  pleas 
of  not  possessed  of  the  slaves  and  goods ;  and  the  plea  of 
"  Not  guilty"  was  entered,  by  consent,  for  the  plaintiff. 

F.  Robinson  tendered  a  bill  of  exceptions  to  the  above 
ruling ;  but  the  plaintiff  afterwards  obtained  an  order  to 
discontinue,  certwi  terms  of  settlement  of  this  and  other 
similar  actions  having  been  agreed  to. 


MEMOKANDUM. 

In  this  vacation,  Sir  David  Dundas  resigned  the  office  of 
her  Majesty's  Solicitor-General,  and  was  succeeded  by  John 
Romilly^  Esq.,  one  of  her  Majesty's  counsel,  who  subse- 
quently received  the  honour  of  Knighthood. 


i&xtf^ttintt  Ut^nt^. 
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1848. 
PoTBZ  V.  GLoesoP.  ^  April  17. 

A  SSX7MPSIT. — The  first  count  of  the  dedaration  was  on  The  date  a  let- 
a  bill  of  exchange  for  £250,  pf  the  28th  of  AuguBt,  1846,  pHmA  fade  ito 
payable  four  months  after  date,  drawn  by  one  Grardener  *™®  ^'"* 
upon  and  accepted  by  the  defendant,  indorsed  by  Grardener 
to  one  Gradderer,  and  by  him  indorsed  to  the  plidntiff.  Plea 
(amongst  others),  in  substance,  that  the  bill  was  drawn  and 
accepted  for  a  special  purpose,  yiz.  that  the  drawer  would 
get  it  discounted,  and  pay  the  proceeds  to  the  defendant ; 
that  from  the  time  of  such  acceptance,  until  it  was  indorsed 
to  Gradderer,  Grardener  held  it  on  those  termei,  and  that  the 
defendant  never  received  any  consideration  for  it;  that 
Grardener  did  not  get  it  discounted,  but  indorsed  it  without 
the  defendantf  s  consent  to  Gradderer,  who,  before  and  at  the 
time  of  such  indorsement,  knew  that  the  bill  was  held  for 
the  special  purpose  aforesaid ;  that  the  plaintiif  had  notice 
of  the  premises  before  it  was  indorsed  to  her,  and  that 
neither  had  Gradderer  or  the  plaintiff,  before  such  notice, 
any  right  or  title  to  have  the  bill  indorsed  to  them. 
Verification* — There  was  also  a  plea,  that  the  defendant's 
acceptance  was  obtained  by  firaud  and  covin,  &a,  of  which 
both  Gradderer  and  the  plaintiff  had  notice  before  they  ac- 
quired any  title  to  the  bill.    Verification. — The  plaintiff 

VOL.  n.  O  EXCH. 
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1848.  replied  de  injuria  to  these  pleas,  upon  which  issue  was 
joined.  At  the  trial  of  the  cause,  before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  at 
the  Middlesex  sittings  after  Trinity  Term,  1847,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  defendant  had  been  induced  to  accept  the 
bill  in  question  on  the  faith  of  an  advertisement  in  the 
newspapers,  which  offered  loans  of  money  upon  favourable 
terms,  and  upon  the  understanding  that  the  bill  would  be 
discounted,  and  that  he  should  receive  the  proceeds.  He  did 
not,  however,  ever  receive  any  money  on  account  of  the 
bill.  It  was  proposed  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  read 
certain  letters  from  Gradderer  to  the  defendant,  to  shew  that 
whilst  the  bills  were  in  Gradderer's  hands,  and  before  they 
were  indorsed  to  him,  he  knew  the  terms  upon  which  the 
defendant  had  accepted  the  bill.  It  was  thereupon  objected 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  there  was  nothing  to  shew 
the  time  when  these  letters  were  written ;  that  the  dates  of 
the  letters  could  not  be  taken  as  any  evidence  of  that  fact, 
unless  the  letters  could  be  connected  with  the  envelopes 
in  which  it  was  contended  they  had  been  sent^  and  which 
bore  a  postmark;  and  that  they  were  not  admissible  as 
against  the  plaintiff,  who  was  a  stranger.  The  Lord  Chief 
Baron  rejected  the  letters.  The  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict 
for  a  portion  of  the  demand. 

Cochbum  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on 
the  ground  that  these  letters  were  improperly  rejected, 

Montagu  Chambers,  Miller,  and  G.  Pollock  now  shewed 
cause. — The  letters  in  question  were  properly  rejected,  as 
there  was  no  evidence  of  the  time  when  they  were  written. 
If  they  were  written  after  the  biU  was  indorsed,  they 
would  be  immaterial.  If  the  defendant  relied  upon  the 
dates,  the  letters  should  have  been  in  some  way  connected 
with  envelopes  which  bore  a  postmark,  or  the  party  who  wrote 
them  should  have  been  called  to  prove  the  time  when  they 
were  written.  \Parke,  B. — There  is  a  case  which  shews  that 
the  date  of  a  letter  is  prim&  facie  evidence  of  the  time  it  iras 
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written.  He  referred  to  Anderson  v.  Weston  (a)].  The  ig48. 
rule  there  laid  down  cannot  be  taken  to  extend  to  cases  of 
letters  written  by  strangers,  and  not  by  the  parties  to 
the  suit.  In  the  case  of  a  promissory  note,  signed  by  a 
bankrupt  before  the  bankruptcy,  it  has  been  held  that 
Ae  note  is  not  sufficient  per  se  to  support  the  commis- 
don,  but  that  it  must  be  proved  to  have  been  in  existence 
before  the  bankruptcy.  [Ihrhey  B.,  referred  to  Wright  v. 
Lainson  (Jb) ;  Smith  v.  Battens  (c).]  As  against  the  parties 
in  the  suit  the  rule  appears  to  be  reasonable;  but  it  would 
be  a  dangerous  doctrine  to  hold  that  those  parties  are 
to  be  affected  by  the  date  of  a  letter  written  by  a  stranger. 
In  Sinclair  v.  Baggaley  (d)y  the  date  of  a  statement  of  ao- 
ooante,  Bhewing  a  balance  to  a  creditor,  and  signed  by  the 
bankrupt  before  the  bankruptcy,  was  held  to  be  prim&  fade 
evidence  of  the  date  when  it  was  written,  as  against  the 
assignees.  In  Smith  v.  Battens  (e),  which  was  an  action  by 
executors  on  a  promissory  note  made  to  the  deceased,  the 
dates  of  the  indorsements  made  by  the  deceased  were 
held  to  be  written  at  the  time  they  bore  date.  And  upon 
the  same  principle,  Litdedale,  J.,  in  Barough  v.  White  (/), 
said,  <at  is  a  general  rule,  that  where  a  person  is  living, 
and  can  be  called  as  a  witness,  his  declarations  made  at 

another  time  cannot  be  received  in  evidence 

To  this  there  are  exceptions;  for  instance,  where  the  party 
making  the  declarations  can  be  identified  with  him  against 
whom  they  are  oflEered." 

Cockbum  and  Humfrey^  in  support  of  the  rule. — These 
letters  were  clearly  admissible.  The  cases  of  Sinclair  v. 
Baggaley  {g\  and  Anderson  v.  Weston,  are  the  solenm  and 
express  decisions  of  two  Courts  upon  this  identical  point, 

(a)  6  Bing.  N.  G.   300  ;  8  (J)  4  M.  &  W.  312. 

Scott,  583.  (e)  1  Moo.  &  Bob.  341. 

(h)  2  M.  &  W.  739.  (/)  4  B.  &  C.  328. 

(e)  1  Moo.  &  Bob.  341.  (^)  4  M.  &  W.  312. 

o2 
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1848.  viz.  that  the  date  of  an  instrament  is  prim&  fade  evi- 
dence of  the  time  when  it  was  written.  The  same  point 
was  ruled  in  Smith  v.  Battens  (a).  [Parkey  B.,  referred  to 
Edwards  v.  Crack  (i).]  This  Court,  being  one  of  co-ordinate 
jurisdiction  only,  is  bound  by  these  two  decisions :  fFaff^ 
staff  V.  Sharpe  (c).  A  deed  of  thirty  years  old  proves  itself. 
[PoUocky  C.  B. — The  principle  there  rests  upon  the  anti- 
quity of  the  instrument,  as  taken  with  its  proper  custody. 
He  referred  to  the  Bishop  of  Meath  v.  Marquis  of  Win- 
chester (cf)].  If  the  dates  of  these  letters  are  to  be  con- 
sidered as  prim&  facie  evidence  of  the  time  when  they  were 
written,  they  were  clearly  admissible  in  order  to  support 
an  allegation  in  the  pleas,  viz.,  that  Ghbdderer  had  notice  of 
the  terms  upon  which  the  bill  was  accepted.  If  he  had 
such  notice,  he  had  no  titie  to  the  bill.  [Parkey  B. — It  is 
proof  positive,  if  contemporaneous  with  the  indorsement.] 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought  to 
be  made  absolute.  With  deference  to  the  authorities  which 
have  been  cited  on  tiie  part  of  the  defendant,  I  am  forced  to 
tiie  conclusion  that  these  letters  ought  not  to  have  been 
rejected,  on  the  ground  that  tiie  dates  they  bore  were  not 
prima  fede  evidence  of  the  time  when  they  were  written. 
The  use  of  envelopes  is  now  very  generally  adopted,  and  to 
misdate  a  letter  would  certainly  be  something  in  tiie  nature 
of  a  fraud. 

Parke,  B. — I  agree  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  made 
absolute.  The  letters  were  clearly  relevant  to  a  material 
allegation  in  the  plea,  namely,  that  Gradderer  had  notice  of 
the  terms  of  the  acceptance.  As  to  the  question  with  regard 
to  the  dates,  it  is  a  difficult  matter  to  support  those  cases  of 
Sinclair  v.  Baggaley  and  Weston  v.  Anderson  to  their  full  ex- 
tent, and  yet  at  the  same  time  it  is  an  equally  difficult  matter 
not  to  be  bound  by  them.    It  has  certainly  been  held  by  the 

(a)  1  Moo.  &  Rob.  841.  (c)  3  M.  &  W.  625. 

lb)  4  Esp.  39.  \d)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  183 ;  3  Scott,  661. 
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Court  of  Common  Pleas  to  be  a  settled  matter^  but  that  there  1848. 
is  an  exception  with  respect  to  the  date  of  a  bill  of  exchange 
or  promissory  note,  produced  for  the  purpose  of  proving  a 
petitioning  creditor's  debt,  to  support  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy. 
If  that  be  so,  I  feel  great  difiSculty  in  seeing  the  reason  of 
that  exception.  We,  however,  feel  ourselves  bound  by  those 
decisions  which  have  been  cited.  The  present  question, 
therefore,  must  be  decided  by  another  tribunal,  and  the 
proper  course  wiU  be  to  raise  it  by  a  biU  of  exceptions. 
In  the  case  of  Davies  v.  Laumdes^a),  Lord  Denmati^  C.  J., 
in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  error,  says, 
'*  It  was  objected,  however,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
in  error,  that,  supposing  the  pedigree  or  some  part  of  it  to 
be  otherwise  admissible,  it  was  rendered  inadmissible  by 
having  been  written  or  assented  to  post  litem  motam. 
To  this  it  was  answered  that  the  instrument  was  dated  by 
William  Lloyd,  in  1733,  and  that  this  could  not  be  a  lis 
mota  before  September,  1772,  when  the  testator  died ;  that 
an  instrument  must  be  presumed  prim&  facie  to  have  been 
written  when  it  bears  date ;  for  which  the  cases  of  Anderson 
V.  fFeston,  and  Smith  v.  Battens,  were  cited  as  authorities; 
at  all  events,  that  such  was  the  rule  with  respect  to  instru- 
ments dated  thirty  years  or  upwards,  the  custody  of  which 
was  accounted  for.  The  latter  argument  appears  to  be  well 
founded ;  and  as  this  document  falls  within  that  description, 
we  think  it  dear  that  the  objection  of  lis  mota  does  not 
apply  to  it,  so  far  as  it  rests  upon  the  admission  of  William 
Lloyd."  That  Court  therefore  did  not  rest  the  case  upon 
the  doctrine  laid  down  by  the  Common  Pleas,  but  on  the 
other  ground,  viz.  that  the  deed  was  more  than  thirty  years 
M,  and  had  come  from  the  proper  custody* 

BoLFE,  B. — ^I  am  of  tiie  same  opinion.  I  wish  to  make 
one  observation  only,  which  is,  that  the  rule  respecting  the 
date  of  a  deed  which  is  thirty  years  old  stands  upon  a 

(a)  7  Scott,  N.  B.  213. 
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different  footing.  Inaamuoh  as  in  the  nature  of  human 
affairs  it  would  of  necessity  be  impossible  in  many  cases  to 
prove  the  date  of  an  instrument  of  that  age,  it  therefore 
became  necessary  for  the  security  of  mankind  to  draw  a 
line.  The  time  might  be  for  only  twenty-five  years,  or  for 
more  than  thirty ;  but  being  thereidi>out,  for  that  reason  the 
line  was  drawn. 


Platt,  B.,  concurred. 


(a)  Lewis  v,  Simpson. — ^T.  T., 

1848,  (June  1). — In  this  case 
the  same  question  arose.  The 
Court  said  that  they  held  them- 
selves bound  by  the  preceding 
case,  and  the  rule  for  a  new 
trial,  on  the  ground  that  certain 
letters  were  improperly  rejected, 
was  made  absolute. 

Anqbll  v.  Wobslby. — H.  T., 

1849,  (Jan.  25).— In  this  case 


Kule  absolute  (a). 

also  the  same  point  was  dis- 
cussed, when  the  Court  stated 
that  they  felt  themselves  bound 
by  the  two  preceding  cases,  but 
that  they  entertained  strong 
doubts  upon  the  matter.  TbA 
Lord  Chief  Baron  said  that  he 
had  invited  a  bill  of  ezceptioiiB 
when  the  objection  was  raised  to 
the  admission  of  the  letters  at 
the  trial ;  and  the  Court  dis- 
charged the  rule  for  a  new  triaL 


May  10, 

A  defendant 
has  the  same 
time  for  plead- 
ing in  abate' 
meni  after  oyer 
granted  of  an 
instrument 
stated  in  the 
declaration,  as 
he  had  at  the 
time  of  the  de- 
mand of  oyer. 


Joseph  £[ebfoot,  Executor  &c.,  v.  Edwabds. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  a^sumpdt,  brought  by  the  pkdn- 
tiff,  as  executor  of  James  Kerfoot,  deceased,  on  a  pro- 
missory note  given  by  the  defendant  to  the  testator.  The 
declaration,  which  made  profert  of  the  letters  testamentary 
in  the  usual  terms,  was  delivered  on  the  7th  of  April ;  on  the 
8th,  the  defendant  demanded  oyer  of  the  letters  testa- 
mentary ;  on  the  11th  oyer  was  granted;  and  on  the  13th 
the  defendant  delivered  a  plea  in  abatement,  setting  out 
the  letters  testamentary  on  oyer  (by  which  it  appeared 
^t  James  Kerfoot,  jun.,  was  oo-executor  with  the  plain- 
tiff), and  pleading  the  non-joinder  of  James  Kerfoot,  jun«, 
as  a  plaintiff.    The  plaintiff  took  out  a  summons  to  set 
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aside  the  plea»  on  the  ground  that  it  was  delivered  too         1848. 
late,  which  was  heard  on  the  15  th  and  dismissed.     The      kbb*oot 
phuntiff  then  gave  notice  to  the  defendant  that  he  should  «. 

Edwards. 

treat  the  plea  as  a  nullity^  and,  accordingly,  on  the  20th 
of  April,  he  signed  judgment  as  for  want  of  a  plea. 

On  a  former  day  in  this  term,  Wehby  obtained  a  rule 
to  shew  cause  why  that  judgment  should  not  be  set  aside 
for  irr^ukrity,  with  costs,  on  the  ground  that  the  defend- 
ant had  the  same  time  for  pleading,  in  all  cases,  after  the 
grant  of  oyer,  as  he  had  at  the  time  when  it  was  de- 
manded (a),  and  therefore  the  plea  was  delivered  in  time. 

Crompton  now  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  a  plea 
in  abatement  must  in  all  cases  be  delivered  within  four  days 
firom  the  delivery  of  the  declaration.  He  referred  to  a  case 
of  Barrow  v.  BeU{b\  in  this  court,  where,  the  declaraticNi 
having  been  delivered  on  the  30th  of  May,  the  defendant, 
on  the  3rd  of  June,  (the  last  day  for  pleading  in  abatement), 
received  a  demand  of  oyer^  which  was  granted  on  the  4th, 
but  too  late  to  enable  the  defendant  to  plead  on  that  day, 
and  a  plea  in  abatement  delivered  before  eleven  o'clock  on 
the  morning  of  the  5th  was  held  too  late.  [Parke,  B. — I 
think  that  case  must  have  been  decided  without  adverting 
to  the  rule  of  H.  T.,  2  WilL  4,  rince  which,  as  was  decided 
m^land  v.  Warmald(c),  the  £our  days  within  which  a 
plea  in  abatement  must  be  delivered  are  no  longer  to  be 
reckoned  inclusively  of  both  the  first  and  last  day.  Here 
the  plea  was  certainly  in  time.] 

WeUby,  in  support  of  the  rule,  was  not  called  upon. 

Per  Curiam  (rf). 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  See  1  Saund.  201,  n.  {h) ;  1  (c)  2  M.  &  W.  893. 

Chit.  PI.  23  ;  1  Chit.  Aicbb.  Pr.  (J)  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Parte,  B., 

210,  and  the  cases  there  cited.  Rolfe,  B.,  and  PlaU,  B. 

{h)  Not  reported. 
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1848. 

April  19.  Done  t?.  Wallby. 

One  of  the  oo-  A.SSIJMFSIT  for  money  paid,  and  on  an  account  stated* 
bondrecdYed  Plcas,  first,  as  to  22L  ISs.y  parcel  &c.,  payment  of  that 
dpS  a^roSs-   ®"^  ™*^  court ;  and  secondly,  as  to  the  residue,  non  as- 

■017  note  to  the  sumpsit. 
amount  of  that 

instrument :—  At  the  trial  of  the  cause,  before  Urky  J.,  at  the  last 
was  a  question  ABBizes  for  the  county  of  Chester,  it  appeared  that  the  ac- 
for  the  jury  to    ^qjj  ^^g  brought  to  recover  contribution  for  a  sum  of  money 

say  quo  ammo  ^  ^ 

the  note  was  paid  upon  a  bond  conditioned  for  the  payment  of  £250, 

theritwas  which  had  been  executed  by  one  Dodd  as  principal,  and 

sDu^of  u~  ^y  *^®  plaintiff  and  defendant  as  his  co-sureties.     Previous 

arrangement  ^  ^^  execution  of  the  boud,  Dodd  had  borrowed  a  sum 

that  the  defend- 
ant should  be      of  money  from  a  third  party,  for  which  he  had  given  a 

charged,  or'  promissory  note  for  £200  by  way  of  security,  as  principal, 

^/^^yj*y  with  the  plaintiff  as  his  surety.     Upon  the  arrival  of  this 

security,  in  note  at  maturity,  the  payee  applied  for  payment ;  and  in 

case  the  de-  order  to  meet  the  demand,  the  loan  of  £260  was  requested, 

be  iiable*for  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^^™  ^^  agreed  to  be  lent  to  Dodd  by  the  obligee 
contribution  on  ^^f  ^jj^  b^^^  ^^  condition  that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 

Kyment  of  the  '  ^  ^  ^ 

nd  by  his  co-  would  enter  into  another  bond  as  sureties  for  Dodd.   Before 

the  plaintiff  would  execute  the  bond,  she  insisted  upon  the 
promissory  note  being  delivered  up,  and  that  a  fresh  note 
for  £250  should  be  given  to  her  by  Dodd.  This  was  done, 
and  she  thereupon  executed  the  bond ;  but  there  was  no 
evidence  that  the  defendant  was  aware  of  this  part  of  the 
transaction.  It  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant, that  the  present  action  would  not  lie.  The  learned 
Judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  were  co-sureties  for  Dodd;  and  he  told  them, 
that  if  they  should  be  of  that  opinion,  the  plaintiff  would 
be  entitied  to  recover.     The  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict 

Evans  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  mis- 
direction.— In  the  present  case  tiie  plaintiff  was  herself  the 
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prindpal  in  the  transaction,  as  she  received  a  promissory  1848. 
note  from  Dodd;  and  as  that  fact  was  unknown  to  the 
defendant,  it  would  be  unjust  that  she  should  have  this 
remedy,  in  addition  to  that  which  the  note  enables  her  to 
adopt.  These  parties  do  not  stand  in  the  relation  of  co- 
suretiee,  and  the  learned  Judge  should  not  have  so  directed 
the  jury*  This  action  is  purely  an  equitable  one.  (He 
referred  to  CaweU  v.  Edwards  (a)  ).  In  the  notes  to  Lamp^ 
leigh  T.  BrathwaU^  in  Smith's  Leading  Cases  {b\  it  is  said — 
^  On  the  same  ground  as  the  liability  of  a  principal  to  re- 
imburse his  surety,  depends  the  right  of  one  surety  or  joint 
contTactor>  who  has  been  obliged  to  satisfy  the  whole  de- 
mand, to  recover  a  proportionable  contribution  from  his 
fellow  surety  or  contractor.  He  is  a  person  who  has  been 
compelled  to  satisfy  a  demand,  parcel  of  which  his  fellow 
was  compellable  to  satisfy;  though,  indeed,  if  one  have 
become  surety  at  the  instance  of  the  other,  particularly  if 
that  other  have  received  from  the  principal  a  separate  indem- 
oity  for  himself,  it  will  be  different:  Turner  v.  Davies{cy^ 
Such  was  the  case  here,  and  that  was  the  ground  of  the 
objection  raised  for  the  defendant  at  the  trial  [Itolfe,  B. — 
It  was  surely  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury  to  say  upon 
what  terms  the  defendant  signed  the  bond.  Prim&  facie  the 
defendant  is  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  contribution,  as  ihey 
are  co-sureties  for  the  loan  made  to  Dodd.]  It  would  be 
unjust  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  her  remedy  on  the 
promissory  note  against  Dodd,  and  also  in  this  action  against 
the  defendant. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — There  ought  to  be  no  rule.  It  appears 
to  me  that  the  direction  of  the  learned  Judge  at  the  trial 
was  quite  correct.  The  circumstances  of  this  case  are 
shortly  these : — A  promissory  note  for  £200  had  been  given 
by  Dodd,  and  a  sum  was  offered  to  be  advanced  to  him 

(«)  2  Bos.  &  P.  268.  (h)  Vol.  1,  p.  71.  (c)  2  Esp.  478. 
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1848.  upon  the  plaintiif  and  defendant  entering  into  a  bond  as  oo- 
sureties.  The  plaintiff,  before  executing  that  instrument^ 
insisted  upon  having  a  note  for  £250  given  to  her.  The 
simple  question  is,  whether  the  note  for  £250  was  given  by 
Dodd  to  the  plaintiff  as  a  mere  collateral  security  for  the 
pajrment  of  the  money  on  the  bond,  or  whether  there  wa^ 
such  an  arrangement  as  to  extinguish  the  defendant's  lia- 
bility as  co-surety.  That  was  a  question  of  &ct  for  the 
jury,  and  was,  I  think,  properly  left  to  them. 

Pabkb,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  only  ques- 
tion is,  quo  animo  the  promissory  note  was  given.  If  it 
could  be  supposed  that  there  was  an  arrangement  between 
the  several  parties,  by  which  it  was  agreed  that  the  note 
should  be  given  to  extinguish  the  defendant's  liability  as  co- 
surety, so  that  the  plaintiff  was  only  to  look  to  Dodd  and 
not  to  the  defendant  at  all,  the  learned  counsel  for  the  de- 
fondant  should  have  had  that  question  left  to  the  jury.  But 
it  seems  to  me  that  the  real  motive  in  taking  the  note  was 
that  Dodd  should  repay  the  plaintiff,  or,  in  other  words,  it 
was  taken  as  a  collateral  security  for  repayment,  if  she 
should  be  called  upon  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  bond;  and 
I  do  not  think  that  the  question  with  respect  to  the  defend- 
ant is  in  the  least  degree  affected  by  that  transaction. 


RoLFE,  B.,  and  Platt,  B.,  concurred. 


Bule  refused. 
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Williams  v.  Pigott,  Bart.  JprUld. 

Assumpsit  for  work,  labour,  and  mateiials,  money  in  m  actum 
lent,  money  paid,  and  on  an  account  stated.     Pleas,  non  l^^'^commiu' 
annmpsit  and  payment.     The  plaintiff  joined  issue  upon  tee-manof  a 
ilie  first  plea,  and  traversed  the  latter,  and  upon  that  repli-  puiy,  it  ii  a 
cadon  issue  was  joined.     At  the  trial  of  the  cause,  before  for  the  jary, 
FlaUesony  J.,  at  the  last  Summer  Assizes  for  the  county  of  "^^^^^^^ 
Gloucester,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  solicitor  oommittee  of 
of  *^  The  Wolverhampton,  Bridgnorth,  and  Ludlow  Bail-  with  power  to 
way  Company,"  and  that  the  present  action  was  brought  ^T^m^a  oon- 
to  recover  the  amount  of  his  bilL     The  defendant  was  a  fnct  o^taed 

into  by  tfaem. 

member  of  the  provisional  committee.  On  the  6th  of 
November,  1845,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  attended  a 
meeting,  when  the  former  was  appointed  solicitor  to  the 
company.  The  prospectus  of  t^  company  was  then 
drawn  up,  in  which  the  names  of  both  parties  respect- 
ivety  appeared.  The  prospectus  contained  the  following 
daose :  ''  Until  an  act  of  Parliament  shall  be  obtained, 
the  aflhirs  of  the  company  shall  be  under  the  direction 
and  control  of  the  committee  of  management,  who  are 
hereby  empowered  to  enter  into  such  arrangements  as 
shall  best  serve  the  interests  of  this  company  and  the 
public,  with  existing  or  projected^  companies,  and  also 
to  nominate  the  first  directors  of  the*  company."  At  that 
meeting  the  managing  committee  were  appointed  by  the 
provisional  committee :  but  the  defendant  was  not,  in  the 
first  instance,  one  of  the  managing  committee ;  but  after 
he  had  left  the  meeting,  his  name  was  substituted  for  that 
of  another  person  as  one  of  that  ccmunittee.  Evidence  was 
adduced  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  he  knew  of  and 
recognised  his  appointment ;  that  several  circulars,  issued  to 
the  members  of  the  managing  committee,  had  been  sent  to 
lum,  which  had  not  been  returned ;  that  his  name  had  been 
advertised  in  the  local  papers,  which  he  was  in  the  habit  of 
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1848»  taking  in ;  and  that  on  one  occasion  he  agreed  to  attend  a 
meetingof  the  managing  committee,  which  engagement,  how- 
ever, he  did  not  fuIfiL  There  was  no  evidence  of  his  ever 
having  repudiated  his  appointment  as  a  member  of  the 
mana^ng  committee.  In  January  1846,  in  answer  to  an 
application  made  to  the  defendant,  as  one  of  the  provisional 
committee,  to  take  up  the  shares  allotted  to  him,  in  order 
to  raise  a  fund  to  defray  the  expenses  of  the  company,  he 
wrote,  that,  ^'  after  the  best  consideration  which  he  had  been 
able  to  give  the  subject,  he  thought  it  desirable  to  decline 
the  shares  which  it  was  proposed  to  allot  him,  as  one  of  the 
members  of  the  provisional  conunittee."  The  scheme  failed 
from  want  of  sufficient  funds  to  carry  it  on,  but  the  project 
was  altogether  a  bon&  fide  one.  The  learned  Judge  told  the 
jury,  that  the  mere  circumstance  of  the  defendant  being  a 
member  of  the  provisional  committee  did  not  make  him 
liable ;  that  it  was  equally  dear,  that  his  merely  assist- 
ing at  the  appointment  of  the  managing  committee  did 
not  render  him  liable  for  their  acts;  and  that  the  question 
for  their  consideration  was,  did  the  provisional  committee 
appoint  the  managing  committee  their  agents,  with  power 
to  pledge  their  credit,  and  had  the  defendant  accepted  the 
office  of  numaging  committee-man?  The  jury  found  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Whateley  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of 
misdirection. — ^The  defendant  was  one  of  those  who  ap- 
pointed the  mana^ng  committee  to  act  as  their  agents,  for 
the  purpose  of  managing  the  affidrs  of  the  company,  and  to 
pledge  their  credit  for  all  necessary  expenses.  In  a  case  of 
Wood  V.  Harding  (a),  WUde,  C.  J.,  is  said  to  have  directed 
the  jury,  '^  that  a  shareholder  who  was  present  at  a  meetii^ 
at  which  the  committee  of  management  was  appointed,  was 
personally  liable  for  all  the  orders  subsequently  given  by 

(a)  Not  reported. 
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8Dch  oommittee."     [Parke,  B. — That  would  depend  upon         1848. 
the   question  raised  in  fFyld  v.  Hopkins  and  BeyneU  y. 
Lewis  (a)  as  to  what  is  the  effect  of  the  appointment  of  the 
acting  conunittee.     *'  Is  the  meaning  that  the  acting  com- 
mittee is  to  take  the  whole  management^  to  the  exclusion  of 
the  provisional  committee^  their  provisional  character  hav- 
ing ceased,  in  which  case  the  provisional  conunittee  would 
not  be  liable  ?  or  does  it  mean  that  the  provisional  commit- 
tee-men have  appointed  the  acting  committee,  or  the  majo- 
rity of  it,  on  their  behalf  and  as  their  agents,  in  which  case 
they  would  be  liable  for  the  contracts  of  the  acting  commit- 
tee, or  the  majority,  made  as  such  agents  ?  **  That  is  a  ques- 
tion of  fact  for  the  jury.]     The  prospectus  of  the  company 
directs  the  committee  of  management  to  carry  on  the  aflSurs 
of  the  company.    [Parke,  B. — In  the  case  of  fFood  v.  Hard-^ 
ing,  no  doubt,  it  was  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether,  under 
all  the  circumstances  of  that  case,  the  defendant  had  given 
the  committee  authority  to  act  for  him  and  to  pledge  his 
credit.     The  prospectus  in  the  present  case  does  not  prove 
anything.     It  is  consistent  with  that  document,  that  the 
managing  committee  had  the  whole  management  of  the  af- 
fairB  of  the  company  in  their  own  hands,  on  their  own  re- 
sponmbility,  and  that  the  provisional  committee  had  nothing 
to  do  with  it  beyond  the  mere  fact  of  lending  their  names. 
It  does  not  follow  that  the  committee  of  management  were 
to  pledge  the  defendant's  credit,  because  they  were  to  ma- 
nage the  concern.]     In  PUchfard  v.  Davis  (ft),  Parke,  B., 
says, ''  The  secretary  who  gave  the  order  to  the  tradesman 
is  the  party  primarily  liable ;  the  directors,  also,  who  gave 
the  orders  to  the  secretary,  may  be  liable.     A  third  person 
may  become  liable,  if  it  can  be  shewn  that  he  has  authorised 
the  act  of  the  directors  in  making  the  contract" — He  also 
referred  to  Bamett  v.  Lambert  {c). 


(a)  16  M.  &  W.  617.  (b)  6  M.  &  W.  2. 

(c)  15  M.  &  W.  489. 
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1848.  Pollock,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  there  ought  to  be 

no  rule*  It  ie  impossible  to  lay  it  down  as  a  matter  of  law 
that  if  the  provisicHial  committee  appoint  the  managing 
committee^  they  give  the  managing  committee  authority  to 
pledge  their  credit.  It  is  a  question  for  the  jury,  and  the 
question  here  was  properly  left  to  iheuh 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  whole  mat- 
ter is  a  question  for  the  jury.  My  Brother  Pattesan  left  it 
correctly  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  defendant  did  ac- 
cept the  appointment  of  managing  committee-man.  If  he 
did  not,  and  that  question  was  found  in  favour  of  the  de- 
fendant, he  would  not  be  liable  unless  there  was  something 
more.  The  case  was,  in  the  next  place,  put  upon  the 
ground  that,  as  a  member  of  the  provisional  committee^  he 
appcHuted  the  managing  conmiittee  to  act  as  his  agents. 
That  point,  which  is  for  the  jury,  was  correctly  put  to  them. 
I  cannot  help  observing,  that  unless  something  more  appears 
than  that  there  is  a  managing  committee  appointed  by  a 
provisional  committee,  the  provisional  committee  never 
dream  that^  by  such  appointment,  they  render  themselves 
liable  for  aU  the  acts  of  the  managing  committee.  The 
questions  were  properly  left  to  the  jury,  and  therefore  there 
ought  to  be  no  rule. 

BoLFE,  B.,  and  Platt,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 
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Smith  and  Another  v,  Tateham  and  Another.  jif^  5, 

JL/EBT  by  the  plaintiffi  against  the  defendants,  as  execu-  The  judgment 
tors  of  one  W.  Grreatwood,  for  work  and  labour  done  by  q^^^J^laccide- 
the  plaintiffs,  as  attomies  and  solicitors,  for  the  deceased,  ^^  embraces 

-  -  not  only  the 

and  on  an  account  stated.  assets  recdved 

Plea»  plend  administravit  praeter  £10,  and  that  that  toraft^^t 
amount  was  not  sufficient  to  satisfy  a  specialty  debt  of  one  iu<]«menti8 

>*         ^  'f  signed,  but  also 

6.  S.      Verification.  such  assets  as 

Beplication,  *^  that  this  action  was  commenced  on  the  5th  ought  to  be  in 
of  July^  1847,  and  that,  after  the  commencement  thereof,  ^c^^^j^^. 
and  after  the  pleading  of  the  said  plea  by  the  defendants,  ^^  of  the  writ, 

f         ^^  .  r  /  »  or  the  plea,  and 

and  before  this  day,  divers  goods,  chattels,  and  monies,  the  judgment, 
which  were  of  the  said  W.  G.  at  the  time  of  his  death,  of  ^^^  ^\^_ 
ffieat  value,  to  wit,  to  the  amount  of  the  causes  of  action  in  ministration. 

^  \  ,  To  an  action 

the  declaration  mentioned,  and  over  and  above  the  value  and  of  assumpsit 
amount  of  the  said  cause  of  action  so  confessed  in  the  said  fendant  as  eie- 
plea  to  be  due  to  the  said  G,  S.,  and  over  and  above  the  fe^JiiJ^^ded 
value  and  amount  of  the  said  debt  of  &c.  in  the  said  plea  P^^?  adminis- 

,  travit  pneter 

mentioned,  came  to  and  were  in  the  hands  of  the  defend-  ;£io,  which 
ants,  as  executors  as  aforesaid,  to  be  administered,  and  dent  to  satisfy  a 
wherewith  the  defendants  could  and  ought  to  have  sa-  5SeSmitiffr*- 
tisfied  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned.  pHed,  that  after 
Verification. — General  demurrer,  and  joinder.  ment  of  the 

The  defendants'  points  (amongst  others)  were,  that  the  fon^d^^ 
&ct  of  assets  havinir  come  to  the  hands  of  the  executors  after  certain  goods 

^  ,       .  ,  of  the  deceased 

the  plea  and  before  the  replication,  cannot  form  the  subject-  had  come  into 
matter  of  a  good  replication  in  law  to  the  defendants'  plea  hands,  in  ▼aiue 
of  plend  administravit  prater,  and  that  the  matters  set  out  Jf^J^^J^" 
in  the  replication  are  not  in  accordance  with  the  plea,  and  with  the  de- 

.  fendants  ought 

afibrd  no  answer  to  it.  to  haye  satisfied 

The  plaintiffs'  points  were,  that  the  replication  shews  action^moi^ 
facts  which  avoid  the  plea;  and  that  the  plaintiffs  cannot  ^f^^^^ 
pray  judgment  of  assets  quando,  inasmuch  aa  the  plaintiffs,  Held  bad,  on 

general  demur- 
rer, as  unnecessary  and  unprecedented ;  and  that  the  proper  course  was  to  take  tkie  ordinary 
judgment  of  assets  quando  aociderint. 
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1848.  in  order  to  recover  such  assets,  must  shew  that  they  came 
to  the  defendants'  hands  after  the  judgment,  whereas  the 
assets  were  here  received  by  the  defendants  after  plea  and 
before  replication ;  therefore  a  judgment  of  assets  quando 
would  not  avail  the  plaintiffs,  as  &r  as  those  assets  are 
concerned. 

Needkatfif  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — This  replication 
is  bad,  as  it  is  unprecedented  and  unnecessary.  The  plain* 
tiffs  should  have  taken  the  ordinary  judgment  of  assets 
quando  acciderint,  which  would  have  entitied  them  to  all 
the  assets  which  are  the  subject  of  the  present  replication, 
ibr  that  judgment  covers  all  assets  which  may  come  into  the 
executors'  hands  aft^er  plea  pleaded.  The  usual  and  proper 
form  of  judgment  is  given  in  Cutty's  Forms,  p.  496,  Form  7. 
The  replication  is  also  bad,  as  it  does  not  confess  and  avoid 
the  plea,  which  itself  is  a  good  and  sufficient  answer  to  the 
declaration. 

The  whole  difficulty  seems  to  have  arisen  from  a  nusap- 
prehension  as  to  the  period  of  time  over  which  the  judg- 
ment of  assets  quando  extends.  The  present  form  of  repli- 
cation has  been  adopted  from  one  in  Wentworth's  Pre- 
cedents {a) ;  but  Mr.  Barrow,  who  prepared  it,  expressed 
an  unfavourable  opinion  as  to  its  validity.  The  form  wsa 
perhaps  suggested  by  what  passed  in  the  case  of  Mara  v. 
Quin  {b)y  upon  which  there  is  a  note  in  Wms.  Saunders  (c); 
but  the  suggestion  of  Mr.  Justice  Askhurst  only  applies  to 
the  case  where  the  assets  accrue  aft;er  writ  and  before  plea, 
[Rolfe,  B. — Could  a  defendant  plead,  by  way  of  rejoinder, 
plen^  administravit  to  this  replication  ?  If  he  could,  the 
pleadings  might  be  indefinitely  prolonged.  Parke,  B. — 
If  fixe  defendants  had  not  rejoined,  what  would  be  the  judg^ 
ment  ?  Would  it  be  in  the  nature  of  a  judgment  of  nil 
dicit,  all  the  pleadings  with  the  exception  of  the  declaration 
being  struck  out?    In  such  case  the  defendants  would  have 

(a)  Vol.  d»  p.  224.        (b)  6  T.  R.  10.         (c)  1  Saond.  336  (a). 
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to  pay  costs  de  bonis  propriis.  Now^  in  the  ordinary  case  184& 
of  judgment  of  assets  quando  acciderint»  the  costs  are  pay- 
able de  bonis  testatoris,  and  the  defendants  ought  not  to 
pay  costs  here.]  Many  difficulties  are  suggested  by  this 
unnecessary  and  unprecedented  form  of  pleading,  with 
which  the  defendants  do  not  know  how  to  deal  [He  was 
then  stopped  by  the  Court  J 

Mmtoffue  Smith,  in  support  of  the  replication. — The 
judgment  for  which  the  defendants  contend  is  new,  as  there 
18  no  authority  to  shew  that  a  judgment  of  assets  quando 
would  reach  all  those  assets  which  have  come  into  the  exe- 
cutors^ hands  at  a  time  subsequent  to  the  plea,  but  anterior 
to  the  judgment  It  is  said,  in  a  note  in  Wms.  Saundersi 
229,  Q.  (2),  that  ''it  seems  necessary  to  state  that  the  assets 
came  to  the  executor^s  hands  after  the  judgment ;  for  the 
sdre  fiicias  must  pursue  the  terms  of  the  judgment,  which, 
in  this  case,  are,  that  the  plaintiff  do  recover  his  debt  to  be 
levied  of  the  goods  of  the  testator  which  shall  thereafter 
come  to  the  hands  of  the  executor."  The  form  of  judgment 
suggested  there  presumes  a  form  of  pleading  similar  to  the 
present;  and  this  replication  admits  the  plea  to  be  good,  but 
states  that  since  the  period  when  the  plea  was  pleaded  ad- 
ditional assets  have  come  into  the  defendant's  hands;  so  that 
the  Court  is  entitled  upon  this  replication  to  give  a  judg- 
ment in  accordance  with  the  facts,  which,  according  to  the 
case  of  Mara  v.  Qtait,  could  not  otherwise  be  done.  [He 
also  referred  to  Taylor  y,  Holman{a\  and  Wms.  Executors, 
1554,  n.  (1).]  The  costs  in  such  case  would  be  payable  out 
of  the  assets,  for  the  replication  admits  the  sufficiency  of  the 
plea,  and  therefore  the  defendant  is  defended  with  reference 
to  tiiose  matters  which  affect  him  personally,  but  he  is  un- 
defended as  to  the  debt  and  cause  of  action.  It  has  been 
Qiged  that  the  pleadings  might  be  indefinitely  extended, 

(a)  Bull.  N.  P.  169. 
VOL.  n.  P  EXGH. 
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1848*  but  such  might  be  the  case  in  pleas  puis  darrein  continu- 
ance. This  form  is  consistent  with  principle,  and  should 
therefore  be  allowed. 

Needliom,  in  reply. — A  judgment  of  assets  quando  is  in 
common  use,  and  cannot  be  said  to  have  the  inconyenienoe 
of  novelty.  The  only  question  is,  whether  it  is  applicable 
to  the  facts  of  the  present  case.  This  replication  is  relied 
upon  as  affording  the  Court  an  opportunity  of  giving  the 
same  judgment  in  effect  as  the  ordinary  one  of  assets 
quando.  This  form  of  pleading  is  therefore,  at  least»  un- 
necessary. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — We  are  all  of  opinion  that  there  must  be 
judgment  for  the  defendants.  In  this  case  there  is  a  plea 
of  plend  administravit  pneter,  and  to  that  plea  there  is  a 
replication,  that  since  plea  pleaded  certain  assets,  sufficient 
to  have  satisfied  the  plaintiffs'  debt,  have  come  into  the  exe- 
cutors' hands ;  and  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  this  replica- 
tion is  bad.  The  whole  question  turns  upon  what  is  the 
true  effect  of  a  judgment  of  assets  quando  acciderint.  It 
appears  to  us,  that  that  judgment  not  only  reaches  such 
assets  as  shall  be  received  after  the  judgment  is  signed,  but 
all  those  as  shall  after  that  time  actually  exist  in  the  hands 
of  the  executor.  By  giving  this  effect  to  the  judgment,  we 
reconcile  all  the  conflicting  cases,  and  get  rid  of  the  diffi- 
culty. It  was  not  correctly  said  by  Mr.  Smithy  that  the 
assets  only  which  are  received  by  the  executor  after  the 
judgment  are  affected  by  it,  and  that  such  as  come  into  his 
hands  after  the  time  of  plea  pleaded  and  before  judgment, 
are  not.  In  point  of  fact  they  will  be,  unless  in  the  mean- 
time they  be  properly  disposed  of  by  the  executor.  I  think, 
therefore,  that  this  replication  is  bad. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  that  this 
is  a  bad  replication ;  it  is  without  precedent,  with  the  ex- 
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oepiion  of  that  in  Wentworth ;  and  Mr.  Barrow  there  bbjb,  1848. 
that  he  fears  it  is  unprecedented,  and  therefore,  perhapB, 
not  to  be  preferred.  It  seems  to  me  to  be  bad,  because  it 
does  not  abew  that  the  plantiffs  had  any  right  to  sue  the 
defendants  when  the  writ  was  issued ;  and  if  we  were  to 
allow  this  replication,  it  might  be  productive  of  great  in- 
oonvenience.  There  might  be  no  limit  to  the  pleadings  in 
these  actions,  if  a  defendant  were  to  rejoin  to  the  effect  of 
plend  administrayit  or  plend  admuustravit  pr»ter,  and  to  that 
rejoinder  the  plaintiff  were  to  surrejoin,  that,  since  the  last 
pleadings  additional  assets  had  come  into  the  executor^s 
hands,  and  so  on  ad  infinitum,  in  which  case  the  pleadings 
might  be  indefinitely  prolonged.  In  the  next  place,  there 
is  a  difiiculty  with  regard  to  costs,  in  case  the  defendants 
did  not  rejoin,  for  in  the  ordinary  course  the  want  of  a  re- 
joinder constitutes  a  judgment  by  default;  and  in  the  case 
of  judgment  by  default,  in  actions  against  executors,  the 
defendants  are  liable  to  costs  de  bonis  propriis.  Now,  exe- 
cutors ought  not  to  be  liable  for  costs  personally,  where 
they  have  a  good  answer  to  the  action  at  the  time  it  is 
brought ;  it  would  be  unjust,  therefore,  to  allow  an  ordinary 
judgment  by  default  in  such  a  case,  and  we  should  introduce 
a  new  practice  by  allowing  such  a  judgment  with  costs 
payable  de  bonis  testatoris.  So,  if  the  defendant  were  to 
traverse  the  averment  of  assets  having  come  to  his  hands 
sbce  the  plea,  and  the  issue  were  found  against  him,  he 
would  be  liable  to  the  costs  of  the  suit  de  bonis  propriis ; 
which  he  ought  not  to  be,  as  he  had  a  good  defence  when 
the  action  was  brought.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  repli- 
cation is  clearly  bad.  And  there  appears  to  me  to  be  no  ne- 
eesaty  for  it  The  proper  course  is  to  take  judgment  of 
assets  quando,  which  seems  sufficient  to  embrace  not  only 
those  assets  which  were  actually  received  by  the  hands  of 
the  executor  after  the  time  when  judgment  is  signed,  but 
also  those  which  came  between  the  issuing  of  the  writ,  or 
the  plea,  and  the  judgment,  and  which  are  or  ought  to  be 

p2 
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1848.  in  his  hands,  in  the  due  course  of  administration^  after  the 
judgment.  The  question  before  us  was  first  discussed  in 
Mara  v.  Qum,  where  Lord  Kenyon  said,  **  that  the  ordi- 
nary method  of  entering  up  a  judgment  of  assets  quando 
acciderint  was  not  correct;  for  as,  on  the  issue  of  plend  ad- 
ministravit,  no  evidence  could  be  given  of  assets  after  the 
writ  sued  out,  if  the  judgment  were  only  to  affect  assets 
received  after  the  judgment,  there  was  an  interval  between 
the  commencement  of  the  action  and  the  judgment,  in 
which,  if  the  executor  received  any  assets,  they  could  not 
be  taken  at  all."  And  Mr.  Justice  Ashhurst  observed,  that 
as  the  plea  of  plen^  administravit  was,  that  the  executor 
'*  hath  not,  nor  had  at  the  time  of  suing  out  the  writ,  nor  at 
any  time  since,  any  assets,"  &c.,  he  saw  no  objection  to  the 
plaintiff's  replying  to  the  latter  part  of  the  plea,  that  the 
executor  had  assets  since,  &c. ;  and  upon  that  suggestion  of 
Mr.  Justice  Ashhurst,  the  form  of  replication  was  adopted^ 
which  has  since  been  occasionally  used  (a).  I  must  own 
that  I  see  great  objections  to  the  form  of  replication  as 
suggested  by  Mr.  Justice  Ashhurst ;  that  form,  as  it  does  not 
shew  any  right  of  action  in  the  plaintiff  against  the  executor, 
when  the  writ  was  sued  out,  is  open  to  some  of  the  same 
objections  as  the  present;  neither  do  I  think  that  the 
difficulties  suggested  by  Lord  Kenyan,  with  respect  to  the 
form  of  the  judgment  of  assets  quando,  are  of  weight.  That 
judgment,  as  it  seems  to  me,  may  be  construed  to  affect  all 
assets  which  may  be  or  ought  to  be,  according  to  the  due 
course  of  administration,  in  the  hands  of  the  executor  after 
the  judgment,  provided  they  are  received  (or  might  have 
been  by  due  care)  since  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  the 
question  as  to  the  state  of  the  assets  at  the  commencement  of 
the  suit  being  concluded  by  the  admission  of  the  truth  of 
the  plea,  by  taking  judgment  of  assets  quando  acciderint ; 
but  the  executor  would  not  be  liable,  if  assets  were  received 

(a)  See  the  form,  d  Chit.  PL  44. 
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before  judgment,  and  they  had  been  properly  applied.  If  1848. 
they  had  been  misapplied,  I  take  it  that  he  would  be 
responsible,  and  that  it  would  be  no  answer  to  a  scire  fadas, 
issued  upon  the  judgment  of  assets  quando,  to  say  that  they 
had  not  been  actually  received  at  any  time  after  the  judg- 
ment, if  after  the  judgment  he  ought  to  have  had  them  in  his 
hands,  or  ought  to  have  received  them.  I  think,  therefore, 
that  there  is  no  good  reason  for  the  adoption  of  this  new- 
fangled form  of  replication,  which  is  certainly  bad. 

Hoi^PB,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  satisfactory 
to  find  that  the  principles  of  the  common  law  are  sufficient 
to  meet  the  exigencies  of  almost  every  case,  and  that  they 
are  not  deficient  in  the  present  case.  I  concur  in  what  has 
been  said  by  my  brother  Parhe,  with  reference  to  the  obser- 
vations of  Lord  Kenyon  and  Mr.  Justice  Ashhurst,  in  Mara 
V.  Qum.  The  case  of  Taylor  v.  Holman  was  relied  upon  by 
the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintifT,  for  the  purpose  of  shew- 
ing that,  in  an  action  of  debt  or  of  scire  facias,  upon  the 
judgmentof  assets  qnando,  those  assets  alone  are  afiected  by  it 
which  have  come  into  the  executor's  hands  at  a  time  posterior 
to  the  judgment.  In  the  case  of  Noel  v.  Nelson  (a),  the  learned 
aonotator  has  made  the  following  observations^  to  which  Mr. 
Smith  refers : — ''  It  seems  necessary  to  state  that  the  assets 
came  to  the  executor's  hands  after  the  judgment;  for  the  scire 
fadas  must  pursue  the  terms  of  the  judgment,  which,  in  this 
case,  are  that  the  plaintiff  do  recover  his  debt  to  be  levied 
of  the  goods  of  the  testator  which  shall  thereafter  come  to 
the  hands  of  the  executor.  Therefore,  where  a  scire  facias 
on  such  a  judgment  as  this,  of  assets  quando  acciderint, 
stated  that  divers  goods,  &c.  of  the  testator,  sufficient  to 
pay  Ac.,  had  come  and  were  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant 
to  be  administered,  &c.,  without  stating  that  those  goods 
had  come  to  the  defendant's  hands  since  the  judgment,  and 

(a)  2  Saund.  229. 
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1848.  prayed  ezecutdon  against  the  defendant,  to  be  levied  upon 
these  goods  according  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  said  re- 
oovery^  &c»  the  defendant  pleaded  that»  after  the  plaintiff^s 
judgment^  no  goods,  &c.  of  the  testator  had  come  to  the  de- 
fendant's hands  to  be  administered,  &c,  to  which  the  plain- 
tiff replied,  that  divers  goods,  &c.  had  come  to  the  defend- 
ant's hands,  without  adding, '  and  since  the  judgment ;'  and, 
on  demurrer,  it  was  adjudged  that  the  sdre&das  was  wrong, 
for  want  of  the  words  '  after  At  judgment.^ "  Now  the  whole 
difficulty  of  the  present  case  arises,  as  it  appears  to  me,  from 
the  &ct  of  the  meaning  of  the  latter  words  of  the  judg- 
ment of  assets  quando  acciderint  not  having  been  properly 
understood.  The  note  in  Saunders  proceeds  thus : — **  For 
where  an  executor  pleads  plend  administravit,  the  plaintiff 
may  either  deny  or  admit  that  allegation.  If  he  admits  it, 
he  takes  judgment,  and  prays  that  his  debt  may  be  levied 
of  such  assets  as  may  afterwards  come  to  the  hands  of  the 
executor  to  be  administered ;  the  praying  of  the  judgment 
is  an  admission  that  there  are  no  assets  in  the  executor^s 
hands  at  that  time."  I  think  that  that  is  not  altogether 
correct.  It  is  immaterial  whether  the  assets  have  come 
into  the  executor's  hands  at  a  period  antecedent  to  or  pos- 
terior to  the  judgment,  provided  they  have  oome  since 
the  commencement  of  the  suit  All  assets  in  the  exeoutor^s 
hands  at  that  lime,  unadministered,  are  liable,  and  are 
reached  by  this  judgment.  If  the  Court,  in  Mara  v.  Q^m9 
had  not  yielded  too  readily  to  the  difficulty  suggested,  but, 
instead  of  allowing  the  judgment  to  be  antedated,  had 
allowed  it  to  stand  as  of  Michaelmas  Term,  1793,  the  com* 
mon  law  would  have  been  amply  suffid^it  to  have  met  the 
exigencies  of  the  case.  I  think  that  this  replication  is  un- 
warranted by  principle,  without  precedent,  and  therefore  bad. 

Platt,  B. — I  concur  with  the  rest  of  the  Court.  The 
replication  does  not  confess  or  avoid  the  plea.  It  is  diffi- 
cult to  deal  with,  as  it  is  without  precedent.    If  the  plain- 
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tiffi  amend,  they  should  take  the  ordinary  judgment  of        1848. 
aaeets  quanda  "g^^ 


Leave  to  amend,  by  taking  judgment  of  aaeets  quando, 
and  on  payment  of  costa.     Otherwise 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 


9, 

Tatbbam. 


Nicholson  v.  Bbooke  and  Others.  J^^  10. 

JJEBT  for  wages  and  salary  due  to  the  plaintifT,  as  the  Where  serenl 

defendants  ap« 

secretary  and  servant  of  the  defendants.  Plea,  by  all  the  pear  by  several 
defendants,  except  as  to  £23,  never  indebted;  and  as  to  mrtterforS* 
that  sum,  payment  thereof  into  court     The  defendants  all  discretion  of 

*    "^  the  presiding 

appeared  by  the  same  attorney.  judge  whether 

At  the  trial,  before  Parke^  B.,  at  the  London  Sittings  in  more  than  one 
the  present  term,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  acted  as  the  h^J^J^^ 
secretary  to  the  company  of  which  the  defendants  were  all  **>■*»  "^^l^  ^^ 

,  -       defence  alone  is 

members,  and  the  only  question  was,  whether  all  the  de-  relied  on,  the 
fendants  were  parties  to  the  contract     After  the  counsel  that  one  conn- 
for  one  of  the  defendants  had  addressed  the  jury.  Lush  ap-  to^j^^J^^^**' 
plied  to  be  also  heard  for  the  other  defendant  Brooke,  but 
was  refused  by  the  learned  judge.     The  plaintiff  obtained 
a  verdict 

Lush  now  moved  for  a  new  trial — The  learned  judge 
ought  to  have  allowed  counsel  to  address  the  jury  for  the  de- 
fendant Brooke.  If  there  had  been  separate  pleas  put  upon 
the  record,  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  that  right;  and 
the  fact  that  there  is  only  one  plea  which  is  adopted  in 
practice,  can  make  no  difference  in  that  respect.  [He  re- 
ferred to  Kinff  V.  WilUamson  (a),  Massey  v.  Goyder  (J), 
BidgtDoy  v.  PhS&p  (c).]     \Parkey  B. — There  was  only  one 

(a)  3  Stark.  162.        ifi)  4  C.  &  P.  162.        (<;)  1  C,  M.  &  R.  415. 
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1848.        defence  substantially  set  up  in  the  present  case,  for  if  the 
"    "  plaintiff  had  failed  to  shew  that  one  defendant  was  a  party 

V.  to  the  contract,  he  would  have  failed  as  to  all ;  and  for  that 

reason  I  refused  the  application.  PoUacky  C.  B. — In  Chip- 
pendale y.  MoMon  {a\  Lord  Chief  Justice  Gibbs  said — 
^*  The  interest  of  the  defendants  being  the  same,  I  can  only 
hear  one  oounseL  This  is  a  rule  I  received  from  a  judge 
of  whom  no  one  can  speak  without  respect^  and  almost  re- 
verence ;  I  mean  my  very  learned  and  excellent  predeces- 
Bor^  Chief  Justice  Mansfield.  By  this  rule  I  will  abide." 
Rolfe,  B. — The  cases  shew  that  it  is  a  mere  matter  for 
the  discretion  of  the  judge  at  the  triaL] 

P0LLOCK9  C.  B. — There  wiQ  be  no  rule.  It  is  a  matter 
purely  for  the  discretion  of  the  judge  at  Nisi  Prius,  whether 
he  wiQ  allow  one  or  more  counsel  to  address  the  jury  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants.  If  there  are  a  number  of  defendants 
whose  interests  are  precisely  the  same^  and  only  one  point 
of  defence  is  raised^  he  exercises  a  proper  discretion  by 
allowing  only  one  counsel  to  address  the  jury. 

Pabke,  B.,  B0LFE5  B.|  and  Platt  B.^  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 
(a)  4  Camp.  174. 
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1848. 

Oswald  v.  Thompson.  M(^  12. 

Interpleader  issue,  to  try  the  nght  to  certain  A  deed  for  the 
goods  seized  by  the  Sheriff  of  Middlesex,  under  a  writ  of  trader?  pn^ 
execution  upon  a  judgment  recovered  by  the  defendant,  P^  *■  ^\ 
in  an  action  of  TTunnpson  v.  Pace,  taxme  credi- 

At  the  trial,  before  Aldersan,  B.,  at  the  sittings  for  Mid-  theezecatk^of 
dlesex  in  the  present  term,  it  appeared  that  on  the  16th  of  ^^J^J^  ^. 
January,  1846,  Pace  executed  a  deed  of  asngnment  to  the  d«  the  3rd  mc- 

.     .  .  .  .  .  .  .         tionoftheaut. 

plaintiff  of  all  his  furniture,  including  the  goods  in  question,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16. 
and  that  afterwards,  on  the  21st  of  April,  a  fiat  in  bank- 
ruptcy issued  against  Pace,  the  deed  of  assignment  consti- 
tuting the  act  of  bankruptcy  to  support  that  fiat.  The  debt 
of  Pace  to  the  defendant  was  not  contracted  until  the  suc- 
ceeding year.  The  learned  judge  was  of  opinion  that  the 
deed  was  not  void  as  against  the  defendant,  who  was  not  a 
creditor  at  the  time  of  its  execution,  although  its  execution 
might  amount  to  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  under  the  3rd  sec- 
tion of  the  Stat  6  Greo.  4,  c  16 ;  and,  subject  to  that  direo- 
tion,  he  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  goods  which 
were  the  subject  of  the  assignment  were  the  property  of 
the  plaintiff  The  jury  found  that  they  were,  and  the 
plaintiff  had  a  verdict. 

James  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of 
misdirection. — The  execution  of  the  deed  was  an  act  of 
bankruptcy,  and  no  property  in  these  goods  passed  to  the 
plaintiff.  This  deed  was  void.  The  question  does  not  de- 
pend upon  the  stat.  13  Eliz.  c.  6.  The  words  of  the  3rd 
aection  of  the  6  Greo.  4,  c  16,  are — ''  That  if  any  such  trader 
shall  make  or  cause  to  be  made,  either  witiiin  this  realm  or 
elsewhere,  any  fraudulent  grant  or  conveyance  of  any  of  his 
lands,  tenements,  goods,  or  chattels,  or  make  or  cause  to  be 
made  any  fraudulent  gift;,  delivery,  or  transfer  of  any  of  his 
goods  or  chatteb,  every  such  trader  doing,  suffering,  pro- 
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1848.        coring,  executing,  permitting,  making,  or  causing  to  be 

Oswald      ^^^9  ^^7  ^^  ^^^  <^t8,  deeds,  or  matters  aforesaid,  with  in- 

V-  tent  to  defeat  or  delay  his  creditors,  shall  be  deemed  to  have 

Thompson. 

thereby  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy.''  Now,  the  exe- 
cution of  this  deed  being  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  the  deed 
itself  cannot  be  made  available  against  any  party,  whether 
he  be  a  creditor  at  the  time  of  its  execution,  or  after  that 
period.  l^Platt,  B. — It  is  not  void  as  against  Thompson, 
who  was  a  creditor  long  after  the  deed  was  executed* 
Bolfe,  B. — There  is  nothing  in  the  act  which  makes  the 
deed  void  as  against  future  creditors.  The  3rd  section 
merely  makes  the  execution  of  the  deed  under  the  circum- 
stances there  stated  an  act  of  bankruptcy.] 

Per  Curiam  (a). — There  will  be  no  rule.  The  execution 
of  the  deed  by  which  the  goods  were  assigned  to  the  plain- 
tiff was  long  before  the  defendant  had  become  a  creditor  of 
Pace;  as  against  him,  therefore,  it  is  not  void,  and  the  jury 
were  rightly  directed 

'  Bule  refused* 

(a)  PoUoci,  C.  B.,  Parte,  B.,  Rolfe,  B.,  PlaUy  B. 


jl£(^  10.  Regina  v.  Benton. 

A  party  in  cos-  JuUSH  had  obtained  a  rule,  calling  upon  the  Attorney* 
i^f  of»tent»  (General,  or  the  Commissioners  of  Excise,  and  the  Sheriff  of 
At  the  Boit  of     the  county  of  Surrey,  to  shew  cause  why  the  writ  of  extent 

toe  v/fown,  was  ,  , 

allowed  voian-  issued  against  the  defendant  should  not  be  quashed,  and  the 

but  was  re-  defendant  discharged  out  of  the  custody  of  the  sheriff.     It 

stoi^^to'i^e  c^Ppes^^  ^^  ^e  affidavits,  that  the  defendant  was  taken 

**d*  T**^  ^  custody  upon  the  Slst  of  January,  under  a  writ  of  extent 

same  writ : — 

ff€id,  that  he  was  rightlj  in  costodj,  and  was  not  entitled  to  his  discharge. 
Writs  of  eitent  are  returnable  in  mco^Ioii,  nnder  the  stat.  6  ft  6  Viet.  e.  8S,  a.  6 
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iflBued  at  the  suit  of  the  Crowns  for  certain  penalties  incurred  1848» 
by  him  for  having  violated  the  Excise  Laws.  The  writ  was 
made  returnable  in  vacation.  The  defendant  had  been  re- 
moved £rom  prison  on  the  12th  of  February^  by  an  order  of 
the  Commissioners  of  Excise,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  evi- 
dence upon  matters  with  respect  to  the  writ  of  extent.  He 
was  ailerwards  taken  back  to  the  same  custody.  The  above 
role  was  obtained  upon  two  grounds :  the  first  was,  that  the 
writ  was  void,  as  the  return-day  was  in  vacation ;  and  se- 
condly, that  the  fact  of  the  defendant  having  been  remov- 
ed from  gaol  without  a  habeas  corpus  ad  testificandum 
operated  as  an  escape,  and  that  he  was  entitled  to  his 
discharge. 

The  Attom^General  now  shewed  cause. — The  first  point 
upon  which  this  rule  was  obtained  is  settled  by  the  8th 
section  of  stat  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  86,  which  authorises  the  re- 
turn of  writs  of  extent  to  be  made  in  vacation.  As  to  the 
main  point  in  the  case  (which  is  an  important  one),  it  may 
be  admitted  that,  as  between  subject  and  subject,  if  a  party 
is  brought  up  out  of  gaol  without  a  habeas  corpus,  it  is  a 
voluntary  escape,  and  he  cannot  be  retaken.  But  this  rule 
only  applies  as  between  subject  and  subject,  and  not  as  be- 
tween a  subject  and  the  Crown.  \PoUockf  C.  B. — The 
Crown  is  not  afiected  by  the  laches  of  its  officers.]  It  was 
so  said  in  Sheffield  v.  Itatcliffe(a).  The  same  rule  is  laid 
down  in  The  Attomey^General  v.  C!hitty{b\  which  was 
approved  of  in  the  more  recent  case  of  The  Attorney- Ge* 
neral  v.  JFalmsley  (c).  The  case  of  The  Attorney- General 
V.  Aneted  (d)  is  founded  upon  the  same  principle,  which, 
in  truth,  disposes  of  the  present  question.  But  an 
anonymous  case  in  Savile  (e),  which  is  translated  in  West 
on  Extents  (/),  is  precisely  in  point.    There,  "  It  was  said 

(a)  Hob.  347.  {d)  12  M.  &  W.  520. 

{b)  Parker,  48.  («)  Page  29. 

(c)  12  M.  &  W.  179.  (/)  Page  87. 
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1848.  by  FanshawCj  the  Queen's  remembranoer,  that  if  one  be  in 
execution  at  the  suit  of  the  Queen,  in  the  Fleet,  the  ward- 
en of  the  Fleet  may  suffer  him  to  go  to  his  counsel  with  his 
keeper ;  but  it  is  otherwise  if  he  be  in  execution  at  the  suit 
of  a  common  person.  And  the  reason  is  this,  that  if  he  that 
is  in  execution  for  the  Queen  happen  to  escape,  the  warden 
for  the  Queen  may  retake  him ;  but  it  is  otherwise  in  the 
case  of  a  common  person :  quod  tota  curia  concessit."  There 
was,  therefore,  no  doubt  at  all  expressed  upon  that  part  of 
the  case.  "  And  in  Michaelmas  Term,  (24  Eliz.),  Edward 
Fisher  was  in  execution  at  the  suit  of  Serjeant  Puckering, 
and  afterwards  procured  himself  to  be  in  execution  at  the 
suit  of  the  Queen,  and  came  into  court  by  Serjeant  Fenner, 
and  prayed  that  he  might  have  leave  to  go  to  his  counsel, 
when  good  sureties  found  to  the  Court.  Shute, — The  party 
has  interest  in  his  body  as  well  as  the  Queen.  Manwood. 
— But  if  the  Queen  had  first  execution,  then  it  was  doubted 
when  he  was  in  the  Common  Pleas,  in  the  case  of  Draycot. 
Skute  and  Chick. — It  is  all  one  in  our  opinion ;  and  of  the 
same  opinion  was  Gawdy,  Justice."  It  is  also  stated  in  the 
same  work  (a),  that  "  the  distinction  taken  in  Godbold,  p. 
298,  is,  that  where  the  party  is  first  taken  for  the  Cro¥m, 
there  the  subject  cannot  have  an  interest  in  his  person 
simul  et  semel  with  the  Eang;  but  where  the  party  is 
first  taken  by  the  subject,  there  the  subject  may  have  an 
interest  in  his  debtor^s  person  simul  et  semel  with  the 
Crown.  But  it  may  be  that  there  are  many  cases  which 
this  distinction  will  not  reconcile."  There  the  Queen's  re<- 
membrancer  was  an  officer  certifying  the  practice  of  the 
Court,  that  a  party  in  custody  at  the  suit  of  the  Crown 
might  go  out  with  the  keeper,  as  in  the  present  case.  In 
Dyer  (ft)  it  is  said,  "  And  by  the  leave  of  the  Court  he  shall 
be  suffered  with  a  keeper  to  go  to  his  counsel,  with  instruc- 
tions to  prosecute  the  attaint '^ 

(a)  Page  88.  (b)  Yul.  3,  p.  365  a. 
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Watfon  and  J,  Wilde,  who  also  appeared  to  shew  cause         1848. 
on  the  part  of  the  Crown,  were  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lush  and  J.  W.  Rogers,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  first 
point  upon  which  this  rule  was  obtained  is  admitted  not  to 
be  sustainable.  As  to  the  second  point,  it  is  submitted  that 
the  case  stands  upon  a  different  footing  from  that  upon 
which  it  has  been  put  by  the  Attamey-General,  This  is  not 
the  case  of  a  voluntary  escape,  in  the  sense  in  which  that 
term  is  ordinarily  used.  The  Crown  cannot  take  its  debtor 
out  of  prison  without  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  or  the  leave 
of  a  Court  of  law.  Here  the  debtor  was  dealt  with  under 
the  authority  of  the  Crown.  [^PoUocky  C.  B. — If  the  Crown 
has  the  right  so  to  deal  with  its  debtor,  then  cadit  qusBstio; 
if  the  act  be  wrong,  then  the  Crown  is  not  bound  by  the 
act  of  its  oflScer.]  This  is  the  act  of  the  Crown  itself.  A 
person  who  is  wrongfully  taken  out  of  custody  cannot  be 
taken  again  into  custody  under  the  same  authority  by  which 
he  had  been  previously  detained.  There  is  a  case  in  Dyer(a), 
where  it  is  said,  that  "  the  command  of  the  treasurer  and 
chancellor  are  not  sufficient  warrant  to  license  one  con-* 
demned  in  execution  to  go  with  a  keeper,  or  otherwise,  at 
large,  for  the  Queen  herself  could  not  do  that,  as  was  holden 
by  the  opinion  of  all  the  justices  of  both  benches  in  the  time 
of  Queen  Mary."  [Parke,  B. — There  the  debtor  was  in 
custody  at  the  suit  of  a  subject  as  well  as  of  the  Crown, 
but  that  is  not  the  case  here.]  The  law  has  always  regarded 
with  great  jealousy  the  rights  of  the  Crown  as  affecting  the 
liberty  of  the  subject.  In  ThurlamTs  case(b),  it  was  held 
that  the  Crown  cannot  authorise  a  person,  in  execution  at 
the  suit  of  a  subject,  to  be  taken  up  for  any  purpose  of  its 
own.  The  case  in  Savile  may  be  distinguished  from  the 
present,  as  there  it  was  a  matter  ex  grati&  to  the  subject 

(a)  Vol.  3,  p.  297  a.  (b)  2  Dyer,  162  b. 
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1848.  himself,  but  here  it  is  adveiBe  to  him.  The  general  rule  is, 
Hbo^ij,  that  where  there  hot  been  a  voluntarj  escape,  the  part;- 
cannot  be  retaken  under  the  same  writ. 


Kbmtoh, 


Pollock,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  thia  rule  ought 
to  be  diachaif^ed.  There  are  several  points  that  might 
have  arisen  in  this  case,  and  which  might  have  called  for  a 
more  deliberate  and  serious  judgment ;  for  in  some  respects 
the  cases  may  be  questioned,  and  the  authorities  are  to  a 
oertain  extent  conflicting.  If  the  defendant  had  been  in 
custody  at  the  suit  of  the  subject  as  well  as  of  the  Crown> 
there  might  exist  a  doubt  whether  the  priority  of  the  one 
or  the  other  would  create  a  difiereace  as  to  the  lialnlity  of 
the  sheriff  or  the  liability  of  the  crettitor.  The  question, 
however,  before  us  is  simply  this:  a  defendant  in  ezecutdon, 
and  in  custody  under  a  writ  of  extent,  is  removed  by  an 
order  of  the  Commissioners  of  Excise  (the  order  being  di- 
rected to  a  particular  sheriff)  for  the  purpose  of  giving  evi- 
dence touching  the  matter  of  the  extent  itself.  He  is 
accordingly  taken,  and  returns  into  the  same  custody ;  and 
the  question  is,  whether  he  is  now  entitled,  as  agunst  the 
Crown,  to  his  discharge.  I  am  of  opinion  that  he  ia  not. 
I  do  not  mean  to  throw  any  doubt  upon  the  Crown's  right 
to  remove  the  defendant ;  but  that  is  a  question  which  is 
very  different  from  the  present.  Here  the  question  involves 
tlus  principle  only,  viz.  that  the  Crown  cannot  be  preju- 
diced by  the  misconduct  or  negligence  of  any  of  its  oflicers, 
whether  with  respect  to  the  rights  of  property  or  die  right 
to  the  custody  of  the  debtor  till  the  debt  is  pud.  The  case 
in  Savile  is  an  authority  for  the  principle  for  which  the^/- 
tonuy-Otneral  contends,  and  upon  that  part  of  the  case 
■'  '  1  • .  ■  .  gygj._  ^  to  the  other  question  there 
i  authorities  are  conflicting  on  that 
understood  it  to  be  a  maxim  of  the 
Crown  cannot  ever  be  prgndiced  by 


EABTEB  TERM,  11  VICT.  221 

the  laches  of  any  of  its  ofBoers.    That  being  sO)  the  present         1848. 
esse  is  dear,  without  reference  to  the  case  in  Savile)  or  to      "rboina" 
any  other  authority.  _  ^' 

Pabkb^  K — I  entirely  concur  with  the  Lord  Chief 
Baron.  I  think  that  the  only  point  we  have  to  decide  is, 
whether,  if  after  an  escape  (which  we  may  assume  to  be  vo- 
luntary) the  defendant  is  again  in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff, 
he  is  lawfully  in  custody  under  the  former  extent.  I 
think  that  is  the  only  point  we  have  to  decide.  I  do  not 
mean  to  decide  that  the  authority  of  the  Crown  would 
not  be  a  justification  for  taking  the  debtor  out  of  the 
sheriff's  custody  during  that  time ;  but  I  assume,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  the  argument,  that  there  has  been  a  voluntary  escape 
permitted  by  the  sheriff,  and  that  he  has  the  debtor  in  cus- 
tody again  under  the  former  writ  of  extent.  Now,  there 
IS  a  dear  distinction,  according  to  the  authority  in  Savile, 
between  the  case  of  the  subject  and  that  of  the  Crown.  In 
the  former  case,  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  sheriff  could  not 
retake  the  defendant,  because  it  was  his  own  voluntary 
escape,  and  the  subject  could  not  take  the  defendant  again, 
because  he  is  bound  by  the  act  of  the  officer.  But  in  the 
case  of  the  Crown,  as  it  is  not  bound  by  the  act  of  the  offi- 
cer, the  escape  is  nothing.  It  is  an  act  of  wrong  on  the  part 
of  the  sheriff  who  permits  the  escape,  but  the  execution  is 
not  satisfied.  I  should  have  come  to  the  same  conclusion 
to  which  I  have  arrived  in  the  present  case  upon  principle, 
and  without  the  authority  of  the  case  in  Savile,  which  is  di- 
rectly in  point.  There  the  distinction  is  to  be  observed 
between  the  process  of  the  Crown  and  the  process  of  the 
subject;  in  the  former  case,  the  debt  is  satisfied  by  the 
sheriff's  voluntarily  permitting  the  defendant's  escape,  but 
that  is  not  so  in  the  case  of  the  Crown.  As  to  the  dis- 
puted points  in  the  case,  upon  whidi  it  is  not  necessary  for 
us  now  to  give  any  opinion,  the  principal  one  is,  whether, 
in  the  case  of  a  subject  as  well  as  the  Crown  having  the 
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^S48.  ^  debtor  in  execution^  the  act  of  the  sheriff  in  taking  the 
debtor's  person  out  of  custody  quoad  the  subject  is  an  escape 
or  not.  Prim&  &ciej  it  would  appear  that,  if  a  voluntary 
escape  be  shewn,  it  is  an  injury  to  the  subject,  and  then  he 
has  his  remedy.  Then  if  the  principle  be  correct  that  is 
stated  in  one  of  the  cases  in  Dyer,  where  the  executions, 
as  between  the  Crown  and  the  subject,  conflict,  it  is  held 
that  the  debtor  is  really  not  in  execution  at  the  suit  of  the 
subject  until  the  execution  of  the  Crown  is  satisfied.  If 
that  is  the  correct  view,  and  which,  according  to  Lord  Chief 
Justice  Hulland,  is  so,  that  disposes  of  the  question.  Then, 
if  he  is  in  custody  at  the  suit  of  both,  the  Crown  and  the 
subject,  the  act  of  the  officer  of  the  Crown  cannot  prejudice 
the  subject: — ^but  that  is  a  question  upon  which  we  are  not  at 
present  called  to  give  any  decision.  For  the  reasons  which 
I  have  before  given,  I  think  that  the  defendant  is  rightly 
in  custody. 

BoLFE,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  question 
here  lies  in  a  very  narrow  compass,  and  it  seems  to  me  to 
be  entirely  governed  by  that  part  of  the  case  in  Savile  which 
is  not  controverted  by  any  of  the  authorities.  "  It  was 
stated  by  Fanshawe,  the  Queen's  remembrancer,"  (which, 
I  agree,  means  it  was  stated  qfficiaUy\  **  that  if  one  be  in 
execution  at  the  suit  of  the  Queen,  in  the  Fleet,  the  warden 
of  the  Fleet  may  suffer  him  to  go  to  his  counsel  with  his 
keeper ;  but  it  is  otherwise  if  he  be  in  execution  at  the  suit 
of  a  common  person;  and  the  reason  is  this,  that  if  he  that 
is  in  execution  for  the  Queen  happens  to  escape,  the  warden 
for  the  Queen  may  retake  him ;  but  it  is  otherwise  in  the 
case  of  a  common  person."  That  evidently  applies  to  the 
case  of  a  voluntary  escape.  This  case  is  unqualified  by  any 
authority  with  respect  to  tiie  case  of  a  voluntary  escape 
witii  the  consent  of  the  keeper.  Upon  tiie  same  writ,  the 
keeper  may  retake  him ;  but  there  is  introduced  into  the 
case  this  additional  fact,  that  the  voluntary  escape  was  by 
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the  consent  of  the  officer  of  the  Crown,  which  officer  can- 
not give  a  consent  that  shall  prejudice  the  rights  of  the 
Crown ;  and  the  case  stands  precisely  in  the  same  condi- 
tion as  if  he  had  not  given  any  consent ;  and  therefore 
the  party  may  be  retaken,  and,  being  retaken,  is  in  the 
lawful  custody  of  the  Crown.  If  it  were  necessary  to  enter 
upon  the  other  point  in  the  case,  I  must  own  I  see  very 
great  doubts  on  that  point 


1848. 


Rkoina 

V, 
RSNTON. 


Platt,  B. — I  agree  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  discharged. 
I  think,  under  the  present  circumstances,  the  case  in  Savile 
is  a  direct  authority. 

Rule  discharged. 


Parrington  V,  Moore  and  Another. 

IRESPASS  for  assaulting  and  imprisoning  the  plain- 
tiff. Plea,  not  guilty  "  by  statute."  At  the  trial,  before 
AUkrsan,  B.,  at  the  last  Summer  Assizes  for  Westmoreland, 
it  appeared  that  the 'plaintiff  was  a  labourer  in  the  employ- 
ment of  the  North- Western  Bailway  Company,  and  that  the 
defendant  Moore  was  the  owner  of  some  land  through  which 
the  railway  was  intended  to  run ;  that  the  plaintiff  entered 
the  defendant's  land  on  the  17th  of  September,  1847,  and 
commenced  digging  some  holes,  for  the  purpose  of  ascer- 
taining the  nature  of  the  soil.  The  Company  were  author- 
ised under  their  act  to  enter  certain  land  for  the  purposes 
for  which  the  plaintiff  entered,  upon  giving  the  requi- 
nte  notice,  but  in  the  present  instance  no  such  notice 
had  been  given  by  them  to  the  owner.  The  defendant 
Moore,  and  the  other  defendant,  his  gamekeeper,  appre- 
hended the  plaintiff  as  having  committed  an  offence  under 
the  Malicious  Trespass  Act,  and  took  him  before  a  magis- 
trate at  Kirkhj  Lonsdale,  where  he  was  charged  with  the 

VOL.  IL  Q  EXCH. 


April  26. 

A  party  who 
trespasies  upon 
land,  under  a 
fidr  and  reason- 
able  sappoii- 
tion  that  he  has 
a  right  to  do 
the  act  com- 
plained of,  is 
not  liable  to  be 
apprehended, 
nnder  the  28th 
section  of  the 
Malicious  Tres- 
pass Act,  (7  &  8 
Geo.  4,  c.  30), 
by  the  owner  of 
the  property, 
although  the 
latter  have  rea- 
son to  suppose 
the  party  to  be 
witldn  the  act. 
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Moors. 


trespass,  and  had  to  pay  58,  by  way  of  penalty,  and  2$.  for 
costs.  The  plaintiff  fairly  and  reasonably  believed  himself 
justified  in  entering  upon  and  digging  in  the  defendant 
Moore's  land.  It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendants, that  they  were  justified,  under  the  28th  section  of 
the  Malicious  Trespass  Act,  in  apprehending  the  plaintiff; 
as  they  had  acted  bon&  fide.  The  learned  judge  left  it  to 
the  jury  to  say  whether  the  defendants  reasonably  and 
bonfi  fide  believed  they  were  justified  in  apprehending  the 
plaintiff.  The  jury  found  that  the  defendants  did  so  believe. 
His  Lordship  directed  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  plain- 
tiff for  7 «.,  the  sum  he  had  paid,  reserving  leave  to  the  de- 
fendants to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  or  a  nonsuit. 


Athertan  now  moved  accordingly. — The  question  is,  whe- 
ther the  defendants  are  not  within  the  28th  section  of  the 
Malicious  Trespass  Act,  (7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  30)  (a).     The 


(a)  The  following  sections  are 
material.  Sect.  24  enacts, "That 
if  any  person  shall  wilfully  or 
maliciously  commit  any  damage, 
injury,  or  spoil  to  or  upon  any 
real  or  personal  property  what- 
soever, either  of  a  puhlic  or  pri- 
vate nature,  for  which  no  remedy 
or  punishment  is  hereinhefore 
provided,  every  such  person,  being 
convicted  thereof  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  shall  forfeit  and  pay 
such  sum  as  shall  appear  to  the 
justice  to  be  a  reasonable  com- 
pensation for  the  damage,  injury, 
or  spoil  so  committed,  not  ex- 
ceeding the  sum  of  £5.  .  . .  Pro- 
vided, that  nothing  herein  con- 
tained shall  extend  to  any  case 
where  the  party  trespassing  acted 
under  a  fair  and  reasonable  sup- 
position that  he  had  a  right  to  do 
the  act  complained  o^  nor  to  any 


trespass,  not  being  wilful  and 
malicious,  committed  in  hunt- 
ing, fishing,  or  in  pursuit  of 
game ;  but  every  such  trespass 
shall  be  "punishable  in  the  same 
manner  as  before  the  passing  of 
this  act." 

Sect.  28  enacts,  "  for  the  more 
effectual  apprehension  of  all  of- 
fenders against  this  act,  that  any 
person  found  committing  any 
offence  against  this  act,  whether 
the  same  be  punishable  upon  in- 
dictment or  upon  summary  con- 
viction, may  be  immediately  ap- 
prehended, without  a  warrant,  by 
any  peace-officer,  or  the  owner 
of  the  property  injured,  or  his 
servant,  or  any  person  authorised 
by  him,  and  forthwith  taken  be- 
fore some  neighbouring  justice  of 
the  peace,  to  be  dealt  with  ac- 
cording to  law.' 


» 
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defendant  Moore,  at  the  time  he  caused  the  plaintiff  to  be         1848. 
apprehended,  bon&  fide  believed  him  to  be  within  the  act,    p^hrj'^oton 
although  it  turned  out  afterwards  that  the  plaintiff  was  not.  ^' 

[AUersoTiy  B. — The  plaintiff  was  clearly  acting  under  the 
belief  that  he  was  not  a  trespasser,  and  therefore  the  defend- 
ants had  no  right  to  apprehend  him.]  If  a  peace-officer 
apprehends  a  trespasser  without  a  warrant,  bon&  fide  believing 
that  the  person  he  so  apprehends  is  within  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment, he  is  not  to  be  rendered  liable  for  so  doing,  because  it 
afterwards  appears  that  such  person  reasonably  supposed 
that  he  was  not  within  the  act.  [PoUochf  C.  B. — A  tres- 
passer who  acts  under  a  fair  and  reasonable  supposition 
that  he  had  a  right  to  do  the  act  complained  of,  is  within 
the  proviso  of  the  24th  section ;  he  is  not  a  person  found 
committing  an  offence  against  the  act,  and  liable  as  such  to 
be  apprehended  under  the  28th  section.  Rolfe,  B. — The 
defendants  admit  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  an  offender 
against  the  act.  But  you  wish  us  to  put  a  construction 
upon  the  act,  as  if  it  had  said  that  a  person  may,  without  a 
warrant,  apprehend  another  whom  he  supposes  an  offender. 
Fiat,  B. — ^Would  the  defendants  be  entitled  to  a  notice 
mider  the  41st  section  ?]  It  would  appear  so  ftom  the  case 
of  Hughes  V.  Buckland  (a). 

Pollock,  C.  B. — There  ought  to  be  no  rule  in  this  case. 
The  defendants'  counsel  ask  us  to  read  the  act,  as  pro- 
tecting persons  who  apprehend  not  only  offenders  against 
the  act,  but  those  whom  they  reasonably  suppose  to  be  so. 

Aldebson,  B.,  Bolfe^  B.,  and  Platt,  B.,  concurred. 

Bule  reftised. 

(a)  15  M.  &  W.  346. 
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May  2.  M'Gregob  v.  Fisken. 

The  Scotch  Se-  1N  this  case  a  rule  had  been  obtuned,  calling  upon  the 
(2  &  3  Vict.      plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  sum  of  1329/.  19s.  \d,,  which 

fOT  twJ'SI^^t  ^^  ^^^  P*^^  ^°*^  ^^^  ^°  ^^^  ^^  special  bail,  should  not 
•pecies  of  war-  be  repaid  out  of  court,  either  to  the  defendant  or  to  a  Mr. 
granted  b j  the  Alexander  Mitchell.  It  appeared  by  the  affidavits,  that 
J^efo?Ac**^'  the  defendant  in  this  action,  in  and  previously  to  the  month 
T*?  h'^  tL  ^^  March  last,  had  been  carrying  on  business  in  partnership 
arrest,  the  with  a  Mr.  James  Mitchell,  as  merchants,  imder  the  firm 
/•ftmi/^wheii  of  Boss,  Mitchell,  &  Co.,  at  Glasgow,  and  at  Toronto,  in 
l^^'JJ^y^^  Upper  Canada.  On  the  17  th  of  March  the  defendant  was 
which  recites      arrested,  under  the  1  &  2  Vict,  c  110,  s.  3,  on  the  ground 

that  the  Lord  .  X      i.  i_    i_ 

Ordinary  had     that  he  was  going  to  leave  this  country.     On  the  20th  the 
ptitioHf  a!    Lord  Ordinary  made  the  following  order,  the  Scotch  house 
toTh'^''**'  having  become  bankrupt,  and  the  defendant  and  James 
estates,  and  de-  IVlitchell  having  duly  filed  their  petition : — 

clares  them  to 
bdong  to  his 

creditors, and  '^Edinburgh,  20th  March,  1848. 

c^torsto^  ^'The  Lord  Ordinary,  having  considered  this  petition, 

^**^*^  in  oer!*'  with  the  writs  produced,   sequestrates    the    estates  now 

tain  time  and  belonging  or  which  shall  hereafter  belong  to  the  peti- 

interim  fiu^rs  tioners,  John  Fisken  and  James  Mitchell,  individual  part- 

andremiteto  °®™  ^f  the  firm  of  Boss,  Mitchell,  &  Co.,  merchants, 

^^fj^"ff»  ^  carrying  on  business  in  Glasgow,  and  at  Toronto,  in  Upper 

ingtothesta-  Canada,  as  partners  of  the  said  firm  and  as  individuals, 

"^onifawar-  before  the  date  of  their  dischai^,  in  terms  of  the  act,  2 

^^a^wid  *  ^  ^^^^  c  41,  and  declares  the  same  to  belong  to  their 

A.  B,  aganui  respective  creditors,  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  act  ap- 

priionment/or  points  the  Creditors  to  hold  two  meetings,  at  the  times  and 

^J^tingqf  P^^^^^e  mentioned  in  the  petition,  for  the  purpose  of  electing 

the  crediiora  qq^  interim  factor  or  separate  interim  factors,  and  one  trustee 

far  the  election  *^  ^  ^ 

^fa  truttee,*'    or  separate  trustees,  or  trustees  in  succession,  and  conunis- 

is  a  warrant  of 

protection 

only,  and  therefore  a  party  in  custody  at  the  time  the  warrant  is  obtained  is  not  entitled  mder 

it  to  his  discharge. 


FiBKEN. 
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aonera,  as  directed  by  the  statute ;  remits  to  the  sheriff  of        1848. 
the  county,  where  the  said  meetings  are  to  be  held,  to  pro-     m*Grkoor 
oeed  in  manner  mentioned  in  the  said  statute ;  and  grants       ^  ^- 
warrant  of  protection  to  the  said  John  Fisken  and  James 
Mitchell  respectively  against  arrest  or  imprisonment  for  civil 
debt,  until  the  meeting  of  the  creditors  for  the  election  of  a 
trustee. 

"John  A.  Murray." 

An  application  was  made  to  Parhcy  B.,  at  chambers,  for 
the  defendant's  discharge,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  enti- 
tled to  his  liberation  under  the  2  &  3  Vict,  c  41,  (the 
Scotch  Sequestration  Act).  It  appeared  that  the  defend- 
ant was  about  to  leave  England  for  Scotland. 

WUks  now  shewed  cause. — The  defendant  is  not  entitled 
to  be  discharged,  on  the  ground  that  he  is  not  going  to 
leave  England,  for  Scotland  is  not  witiiin  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  Court ;  neither  is  he  so  entitied  by  virtue  of  the 
Lord  Ordinary's  order,  under  the  Scotch  Bankruptcy  Act, 
(2  &  3  Vict.  c.  41).  This  order  is  Dot  a  general  order  for 
protection,  and,  at  all  events,  is  not  for  the  liberation  of  the 
debtor  after  the  arrest.  There  are  two  kinds  of  orders 
contemplated  by  the  statute:  the  one,  a  warrant  of  protec- 
tion firom  arrest,  under  the  13th  section ;  the  other,  of  libe- 
ration, under  the  17  th  section,  which  enacts,  ^*  that  the  Lord 
Ordinary  may,  on  application  made,  either  on  the  petition 
for  sequestration  or  by  a  separate  petition  by  the  debtor, 
grant  a  warrant  for  liberating  the  debtor,  if  in  prison,  after 
such  intimation  to  the  incarcerating  creditor  or  his  known 
agent  as  the  Lord  Ordinary  shall  deem  to  be  just,  and 
after  hearing  any  such  objection  to  the  granting  of  such 
warrant ;  and  if  the  application  shall  be  refused,  it  shall  be 
competent  for  the  debtor  to  make  a  new  application  for 
liberation,  with  consent  of  the  trustee  and  the  commis- 
sioners ;  and,  on  intimation  and  hearing  objections  as  afore- 
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1848.        said,  the  Lord  Ordinary  may  grant  warrant  to  liberate.'' 
M'6iiBao&     ^^^  *li6  warrant  which  the  defendant  obtained  is  only 
«•  for  protection  for  a  given  and  limited  period.     The  18th 

section  speaks  of  the  warrant  of  protection  or  libera- 
tion. In  the  13th  section,  which  relates  to  the  awarding 
of  the  sequestration,  and  by  which  the  warrant  of  protection 
is  to  be  provided  for  the  debtor,  there  is  no  warrant  of 
liberation  mentioned.  The  17th  section  requires  a  notice 
to  be  given.  By  the  58th  section,  the  debtor  is  entitled, 
by  resolution  of  the  creditors,  to  have  his  personal  pro- 
tection renewed  *^  for  such  time  as  they  may  think  fit ;  and 
in  such  case  the  trustee  shall  apply  to  the  sheriff,  who  shall 
renew  the  protection ;  and  the  deliverance  by  him,  renewing 
the  same,  shall,  or  an  extract  thereof,  signed  by  the  sheiiff- 
derk,  have  the  same  effect  as  the  original  warrant  of  pro- 
tection." Here,  again,  the  warrant  of  protecUcmy  and  not 
of  protection  or  liberation,  is  spoken  of.  Why,  therefore, 
should  there  be  such  difference  of  language,  unless  two 
distinct  warrants  had  been  contemplated  by  the  act?  It 
was  intended  by  the  legislature  that  the  warrant  of  pro- 
tection should  enable  the  debtor  to  be  present  at  a  meeting 
of  his  creditors;  and  the  Lord  Ordinary  may  grant  a  war- 
rant, under  the  67th  section,  for  the  debtor^s  apprehension, 
to  enforce  his  examination.  The  present  warrant,  there- 
fore, is  merely  one  of  liberation,  and  does  not  entitle  the 
defendant  to  his  discharge.  It  may  be  contended  that  the 
departure  from  England  for  Scotland  is  not  a  meditatio 
fug®  within  the  meaning  of  the  exception  in  the  18th 
section,  which  says,  that  '^such  warrant  of  protection  or 
liberation  shall  not  be  of  any  effect  against  the  effect  of  a 
warrant  of  arrest  or  imprisonment  in  meditatione  fugsB." 
It  was  certainly  recently  decided  by  Wightman^  J.,  in  the 
Bail  Court,  that  such  a  departure  was  not  a  meditatio 
fugas  (a) ;  but  it  will,  perhaps,  not  be  necessary  to  discuss 
that  point. 

(a)  17  Law  J.,  Q.  B.,  186. 
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A^landy  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  defendant  is  entt-         1848. 
tied  to  his  discharge  under  this  warrant.     It  is  sufficient  in     m«grkoor 
form  under  the  18th  section,  and  is  to  protect  the  defendant  *• 

from  arrest  or  imprisonment  It  must  be  presumed  that  the 
Lord  Ordinary  has  observed  all  such  matters  as  are  neces- 
sary to  make  the  order  good :  Marsh  v.  W6olley{a).  As 
this  is  an  application  in  fayorem  libertatis,  a  liberal  con- 
struction should  be  put  upon  the  act.  Lastly,  there  is  no 
meditatio  fugae,  and  that  was  expressly  so  decided  by 
WightmaUy  J.,  in  the  Bail  Court. 

PoixocK,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought 
to  be  discharged.  It  clearly  appears  that  the  defendant 
intends  to  go  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court,  and 
therefore  upon  that  point  he  is  not  entitled  to  his  discharge. 
With  respect  to  the  effect  of  this  warrant,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  it  is  merely  for  protection  &om  arrest,  and  is  totally 
different  from  a  warrant  of  liberation.  The  defendant 
having  been  arrested  before  the  warrant  was  granted,  the 
warrant  was  inoperative,  as  he  was  at  that  time  already 
in  custody. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  As  to  the  first 
point,  it  appears  that  the  defendant  intends  going  to  Scot- 
land, which  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court;  and 
therefore  he  has  not  upon  that  point  answered  the  plain- 
tiff's affidavit.  Then  comes  the  question,  whether  the  de- 
fendant is  entitled  to  his  discharge  xmder  the  statute  2  &  3 
Vict  e.  41.  Two  distinct  species  of  warrants  are  contem<r 
plated  by  that  act :  the  one  is  for  the  protection  of  the  debtor 
from  arrest ;  the  other  is  for  his  liberation  if  already  ar* 
rested.  That  being  so,  and  as  the  defendant  was  in  custody 
before  this  warrant  was  granted,  he  should  have  made  an 
application  to  the  Lord  Ordinary  for  a  warrant  of  liber- 

(a)  1  Dowl.  &  L.  84. 
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atioiij  which  might  have  been  granted  after  the  notice  had 
been  given  which  is  required  by  the  act,  in  order  that  the 
creditors  may  be  heard  upon  the  matter.  The  18th  section 
does  not  help  the  defendant.  The  words  there,  ''protection 
or  liberation,"  are  to  be  read,  reddendo  singula  singulis, 
that  the  warrant  of  protection  shall  protect  the  defendant 
from  arrest,  and  that  the  warrant  of  liberation  shall  liberate 
the  debtor  from  imprisonment.  For  these  reasons,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  defendant  is  not  entitied  to  his  discharge. 


BoLFE,  B.,  and  Platt,  B.,  concurred. 


Bule  discharged. 


May  12.  JoNEs  v.  BoNKER  and  Nash. 

Where  a  pau-  oE^INNEB  had  obtained  a  rule  in  the  present  term,  on 
Mttiei  the  ac-  ^^®  P^^  ^^  ^^®  plaintiff's  attorney,  calling  upon  the  defend- 
tira  behind  the  ^nts  to  she  w  causc  why  the  plea  of  release  puis  darrein  con- 
tomey,  it  ia       tinuance,  and  the  deed  of  release  therein  mentioned,  should 

entirelj  a  qoea*         .-  x      'j 

tion  for  the  Z^Ot  DC  set  aside. 

thrcoiSS,*"^  It  was  an  action  of  trespass  brought  by  tiie  plaintiff,  who 

under  the  par-    had  been  admitted  to  sue  in  form&  pauperis.  Issue  had  been 

ticular  circom-    ,   ,  ,  ,  , 

Btances  of  the  joined,  and  notice  of  trial  was  given  for  the  Herefordshire 
wither  they  Spring  Assizes  in  1848.  In  March,  1848,  a  plea  of  a  release 
wiu  interfere      p^jg  darrein  continuance  was  delivered  to  tiie  plaintiff's  at- 

and  set  aside       *-^  ^  ^ 

theproceedings.  tomey,  who  thereupon  countermanded  tiie  notice  of  trial, 
per  plaintiff  '  &nd  the  causc  was  not  tried.  It  appeared  from  the  affida- 
tion^^d^  ^^»  which  were  of  rather  a  contradictory  character,  that 
attorney's         the  action  had  been  brought  for  an  alleged  trespass  to 

back,  by  exe-  .     ,  . 

eating  a  re.       the  cottage  and  goods  of  the  plaintiff,  committed  by  the 

lease,  bat  it  ap- 
peared that  he 

was  the  first  to  make  the  application,  and  that  the  arrangement  was  fair  and  reasonable,  the 
defendant  having  pleaded  a  plea  of  release  pais  darrein  oontinaanoe,  the  Coart  refdaed  to  set 
aside  the  deed  and  the  plea  at  the  instance  of  the  attorney. 
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defendant  Nash,  who  had  acted  under  the  commands  of  1848. 
Bonner,  the  plaintiff's  landlord.  The  plaintiff,  in  his  affi- 
dayit,  stated,  that  he  was  sorrj  he  had  executed  the  re- 
lease, but  that  he  had  been  induced  to  do  bo  bj  reason  of  a 
promise  made  to  him  bj  Bonner  that  he  would  give  him 
a  sovereign,  and  bj  one  Bodenham,  who  promised  he  would 
put  him  into  a  cottage.  The  plaintiff's  attorney,  in  his 
affidavit,  swore  that  the  plaintiff  and  Bonner  had  colluded 
together  to  deprive  him  of  his  costs,  and  that  the  release  was 
executed  with  this  design.  This  was  denied  bj  Bonner's 
affidavit,  and  he  stated  therein  that  the  plaintiff  came  of  his 
own  accord  to  settle  the  action;  that  he  gave  the  plaintiff  the  • 
sovereign  to  assist  him  and  his  family,  who  were  in  very  dis- 
tressed circumstances;  that  the  release  in  question  was  signed 
by  the  plaintiff  at  his  house,  after  having  been  twice  read 
over  to  him  and  explained ;  and  that  no  cottage  had  ever 
been  offered  to  the  plaintiff  bj  Bodenham,  or  by  any  other 
person,  to  induce  him  to  execute  that  instrument.  There 
were  other  affidavits  in  confirmation  of  Bonner's  statement. 

Martin  now  shewed  cause. — A  plaintiff  is  not  precluded 
from  settling  an  action,  by  reason  of  his  suing  in  form& 
pauperis,  when  he  acts  honk  fide.  The  plaintiff  is  domi- 
nus  litis,  and  upon  these  affidavits  it  appears  that  there  was 
no  collusion  between  him  and  the  defendants.  He  executed 
the  release,  by  his  own  statement,  to  get  rid  of  the  action ; 
and  he  was  to  receive  an  equivalent.  The  case  of  Wright 
y.  Burrauffhes  (a)  will  be  relied  upon  by  the  other  side ; 
but  there  the  plaintiff  expressed  a  desire  ^^  to  deprive  the 
lawyers  of  costs."  That  case  cannot  be  relied  upon  as 
laying  it  down  as  a  rule  of  law,  that  a  pauper  plaintiff  can- 
not settle  the  action  without  regard  to  his  attorney.  [Po/- 
locky  C.  B. — It  must  be  a  matter  in  the  discretion  of  the 

(a)  3  C.  B.  344. 
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1848.  Court,  under  the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case. 
Bolfe,  B. — Chief  Justice  Tindal  there  says,  **  I  will  not  say 
that  cases  may  not  arise  in  which  it  may  be  lawful  for  a 
pauper  plaintiff  to  settle  with  the  defendant,  without  regard 
to  his  attorney's  lien.''  K  there  is  then  a  case,  I  think 
the  present  is  such  a  case.]  [He  was  then  stopped  by  the 
Court] 

Skinner i  in  support  of  the  rule. — A  pauper  plmntiff  does 
not  stand  in  the  same  situation  as  a  plaintiff  who  has  not 
been  admitted  so  to  sue.  In  all  cases  where  the  plaintiff 
•  has  been  held  to  be  dominus  litis,  he  has  been  solvent.  The 
attorney,  in  such  a  case  as  the  present,  looks  to  the  result  of 
the  action  for  his  recompense.  The  transaction  must,  there- 
fore, partake  of  the  nature  of  a  collusion,  when  the  party  set- 
tles the  action  behind  the  back  of  his  attorney,  to  whom  he 
has  entrusted  the  conduct  of  the  whole  matter.  [JPZa^,  B. 
— In  Wright  v.  Burroughes^  Mauley  J.,  says,  **  Here,  how- 
ever, the  client  cheats  his  attorney  of  his  costs,  and  gets 
nothing  himself."] 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought  to 
be  discharged.  In  the  case  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas, 
which  has  been  relied  upon,  the  Court  exercised  their  dis- 
cretion upon  the  facts  of  that  case ;  but  so  far  from  laying 
it  down  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the  attorney  to  apauper 
plaintiff  is  dominus  litis,  Chief  Justice  TSndcd  expressly 
guards  himself  against  such  a  position.  We  are  not  bound 
by  that  case,  in  which  the  facts  were  different  £rom  those 
in  the  present,  and  I  think  that  the  question  is  one  entirely 
for  the  discretion  of  the  Court  We  cannot  assume  that  an 
attorney  undertakes  a  cause  for  a  person  who  has  been  ad- 
mitted to  sue  in  form&  pauperis  upon  the  understanding 
that  he  may  go  on  in  spite  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he,  and 
not  the  plaintiff,  is  dominus  litis.     If  we  are  to  make  that 
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assiimptdon,  Mr.  Skinner^s  argament  is  correct.  But  I  do  1848. 
not  think  that  we  can  make  such  an  assumption.  It  is  very 
likely  that  the  Court,  in  the  case  of  a  pauper  plaintiff,  would 
look  more  narrowly  into  all  the  circumstances  of  a  transac- 
tion of  such  a  nature  in  order  to  protect  the  attorney  from 
the  colluaon  of  the  parties  to  deprive  him  of  his  costs ;  but 
the  mere  naked  fact,  that  the  action  has  been  settled  behind 
the  attorney's  back,  could  not  be  of  itself  a  sufficient  ground 
for  the  interference  of  the  Court.  In  the  present  case  it 
spears  to  have  been  a  fair,  reasonable,  and  bon&  fide  ar- 
langement  between  the  parties ;  and  I  should  be  exceedingly 
sorry  that  in  pauper,  as  well  as  in  other  cases,  parties  should 
not  be  permitted  to  make  peace  upon  fair  and  equitable 
terms,  and  so  to  put  an  end  to  litigation.  *  I  should  be  ex- 
ceedingly sorry  to  put  any  impediment  in  the  way  of  such 
an  arrangement. 

RoLFE,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  the  case  of 
Wright  V.  Burroughes^  the  late  Chief  Justice  TindcU,  in  the 
commencement  of  his  judgment,  as  I  have  before  observed, 
does  not  say  that  in  no  case  can  a  pauper  plaintiff  settle  the 
action  without  regard  to  his  attorney's  lien.  Now,  assum- 
ing it  to  be  competent  for  the  parties  to  settle  the  action 
behind  the  attorney's  back,  I  think  that  this  is  just  one  of 
those  cases  in  which  it  should  be  allowed,  for  it  appears  to 
me  that  the  action  would  have  resulted  in  nominal  damages 
only.  So  far  from  seeing  that  there  is  any  collusion  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants  to  deprive  the  attorney  of  his  costs, 
the  plaintiff  himself  appears  to  have  pressed  the  arrangement 
upon  the  defendant  Bonner.  I  cannot  shut  my  eyes  to  the 
language  of  the  plaintiff's  affidavit,  which  I  do  not  think  is 
deserving  of  much  credit,  and  by  which  the  action  seems  to 
me  to  be  evidently  that  of  the  attorney.  If,  then,  there  is 
a  ease  in  which  the  Court  ought  not  to  interfere,  I  think 
the  present  is  that  case. 
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1848.  Platt^  B« — ^I  entirelj  concur  with  the  lert  of  tlie  Court 

It  seems  to  me  that  a  pauper  plaintiff  has  the  same  rig^t  as 
any  other  phiintiff^  by  a  bon&  fide  anangement,  to  put  an 
end  to  an  action.  If  it  were  not  so,  pauper  plaintiffs 
would  become  mere  instruments  in  the  hands  of  their  at- 
tomies  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  costs.  It  seems  to  me, 
that  when  an  attorney  undertakes  to  conduct  the  caofle  of  a 
pauper  pUuntifl^  as  he  takes  him  for  better  or  worse,  it  be* 
comes  his  duty  to  take  care  to  inquire  into  his  character, 
and  to  see  that  he  is  an  honest  man.  This  rule  would  be 
a  salutaiy  one,  and  would  prevent  attomies  from  under- 
taking the  case  of  any  rogue  and  vagabond  who  might 
apply  to  them  for  their  assistance.  It  would,  no  doubt,  be 
right  that  the  Court  should  interfere  in  a  case  where  the 
parties  put  an  end  to  the  suit  by  collusion,  for  the  purpose 
of  cheating  the  attorney  of  his  costs,  but  I  do  not  think 
that  such  appears  clearly  from  these  affidavits  to  have  been 
the  case  here.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  this  rule 
ought  to  be  discharged. 

Bule  discharged,  with  costs. 
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1848. 

In  the   Matter  of  an  Arbitration  between  The  North       May^^, 
Staffordshire  Railway  Company  and  Thomas  Lan- 
DOR,  Richard  Hughes,  and  Robert  Hughes.  « 

IhIS  was  a  rule  calling  on  Thomas  Landor,  Richard  A  railway  oom- 

_  panjf  in  pur- 

Hughes,  and  Robert  Hughes  to  shew  cause  why  an  award  suanoeof  the 
should  not  be  set  aside.     It  appeared  from  the  affidavits^  ^^  Lands''^  ^ 
Oat,  on  the  30th  of  December,  1846,  the  North  Staflford-  Clanew  Con. 

^  '  '  Bolidation  Act, 

shire  Railway  Company  (Pottery  line),  who  were  incorpor-  (8  Yiot.  c.  iS), 
ated  by  the  9  &  10  Vict,  c  Ixxzv,  gave  notice,  imder  the  l.  and  H.,  the 
18th  section  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  (8  Vict  JJ^'^/'J^ 
c  18),  to  Thomas  Landor,  Richard  Hushes,  and  Robert  |«nd  required 

'  .  .  for  the  railway, 

Hughes,  that  they  required  to  purchase  certain  lands  and  to  treat  for  the 
hereditaments  in  which  the  said  Thomas  Landor,  Richard  of.    l.  and^H*. 
Hughes,  and  Robert  Hughes  were  interested,  and  they  de-  q^"^***.^ 
manded  the  particulars  of  their  estate  and  interest  therein,  a  notice  stat- 
On  the  15th  of  May,  1847,  Landor  and  the  othen  sent  to  tnuteet'onder 
the  Company  the  foUowbg  notice :—  A^driSfJ™ 

estate  and  in- 

"  To  the  North  Staffordshire  Railway  Company,  fcc—  ^^^d'^Sdl? 
We  the  undersigned,  Thomas  Landor,  Richard  Hughes,  and  and  heredita- 
Robert  Hughes,  do  hereby  give  you  notice,  that,  as  trus-  &c.,  required 
tees  named  and  appointed  in  and  by  the  last  will  and  tes-  |^ 'Jhe'com^ 
tament  of  Francis  Figjrins,  of  &c.,  we  have  and  claim  an  P*"y»  »»^  ^^ 

.    ^*       .  cUimed  3344/. 

estate  and  interest  in  certain  copyhold  lands  and  heredita-  17#.  6<i.,  as  the 
ments  situate  in  Sutton,  in  the  parish  of  Prestbury,  in  the  compensation 
county  of  Chester,  required  to  be  purchased  or  taken  by  the  Jj^^  "'^ 
said  Company  for  the  purposes  of  their  said  railway ;  and  ditaments,  and 
that  we  do  claim  compensation  for  the  sidd  lands  and  here-  the  same  com- 

pensation  set- 
tled by  arbitration,  and  appointed  T.  one  of  the  arbitrators.  Another  arbitrator  having  been 
appointed  by  the  Company,  the  two  arbitrators  nominated  an  ampire,  who  proceeded  with  the 
reference,  when  W.  claimed  compensation,  alleging  that  he  had  a  leasdiold  interest  in  the  lands 
in  qoestion.  The  umpire  awarded  ;^1861  to  be  paid  by  the  Company  to  L.  and  H.,  as  sach 
tnistees,  for  the  purchase  of  the  fee-simple  in  possession,  free  from  all  incumbrances,  of  and  in 
the  copyhold  lands  and  hereditaments  required  to  be  purchased  by  the  Company : — HbH^  that, 
under  the  statute,  the  award  was  bad,  the  umpire  not  haying  found  the  nature  of  the  interest 
of  L.  and  H.  in  the  lands,  and  awarded  a  distinct  compensation  in  respect  of  it ;  but  the 
Court  refused  to  set  the  award  aside,  leaying  the  Company  to  dispute  it  when  the  parties  should 
attempt  to  enforce  it. 
Chuerer  whether  it  was  binding  on  the  parties  by  reason  of  their  conduct  ? 


236  EXCHEQUEa  REPORTS. 

1848.        ditaments,  and  that  the  sum  of  334421 17«.  6d.  is  the  amount 
North       ^^  Compensation  we  so  claim. 
Stafford-         «  And  we  do  hereby  give  you  notice  and  require  you  to 
Railway  Co.  purchase ,  a  certam  plot  of  land^  part  of  the  said  lands  and 
Landor.      hereditaments  situate  in   Sutton  aforesaid,  which  will  be 
cut  off  and  divided  by  the  works  of  the  said  railway^  and 
adjoining  or  near  to  the  plot  of  land  numbered  422  in  the 
plan  and  book  of  reference  of  the  said  Company.     And  we 
do  hereby  signify  our  desire  to  have  the  same  compensation 
settled  by  arbitration.     And  we  do  hereby  nominate  and 
appoint  Thomas  Hill,  of  &C9  to  be  one  of  the  arbitrators 
in  the  premises ;  and  we  do  hereby  request  you  to  nominate 
and  appoint  another  arbitrator ;  to  which  said  arbitrators,  or 
their  umpire,  the  said  claim  shall  be  referred. — Dated  &c. 

*^  Thomas  Landor, 
'^  BicHARD  Hughes, 
"  Robert  Hughes." 

On  the  19th  of  May,  1847,  the  Railway  Company  sent  to 
Landor  and  the  others  the  following  notice : — 

"  Whereas  the  North  Staffordshire  Railway  Company 
require  to  purchase  and  lake  certain  lands  and  heredita- 
ments for  the  purpose  of  the  North  Staffordshire  Railway 
(Pottery  line)  Act,  1846,  situate  in  the  parish  of  Prestbury, 
in  the  county  of  Chester,  and  which  are  wholly  or  part  of 
the  lands  and  hereditaments  numbered  317,  401,  402,  413, 
416, 417,  and  part  of  422,  in  the  plan  and  book  of  reference 
for  the  nulway  authorised  to  be  constructed  by  the  said  re- 
cited act  for  the  said  parish  of  Prestbury :    and  whereas, 
on  the  14th  day  of  January  last,  a  notice  of  the  intention  of 
the  North  Staffordshire  Railway  Company  to  purchase  and 
take,  for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  the  said  lands  and  heredi- 
taments,  was  duly  served  on  Thomas  Landor,  and,  on  the 
15th  day  of  January  last,  a  notice  of  such  intention  was 
duly  served  on  Richard  Hughes  and  Robert  Hughes,  as 
the  owners  of)  or  as  parties  interested  in,  the  said  lands  and 
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hereditaments,  or  as  parties  enabled,  by  the  Lands  Clauses       1848. 
Consolidation  Act,  1845,  to  sell  and  convey  or  release  the        north' 
same  lands  and  hereditaments  to  the  said  Company ;  and    Stappord. 
the  siud  lands  and  hereditaments  so  required  as  aforesaid  Railway  Co. 
w^re,  on  the  said  notices  so  served  on  you  as  aforesaid,  for      laitdor. 
better  description,  delineated  on  the  plan  attached  to  each 
of  the  said  notices,  or  delivered  therewith,  and  were  therein 
distinguished  by  a  red  colour:    and  whereas  they  have 
stated  the  particulars  of  their  claim  in  respect  of  the  said 
lands  and  hereditaments  to  be,  that  such  lands  and  heredi- 
taments are  of  copyhold  tenure,  and  you  claim  the  sum  of 
33442i  17 s.  6d.  as  compensation  for  the  same  lands  and  he- 
reditaments, and  they  and  the  said  Company  have  not  agreed 
as  to  the  amount  of  compensation  to  be  paid  by  the  said 
Company  for  the  interest  in  such  lands  belonging  to  them, 
or  which  they  are,  by  the  acts  before  recited  and  referred 
to,  enabled  to  seU,  and  for  the  damage  to  be  sustained  by 
them  by  reason  of  the  execution  of  the  works  of  the  said 
railway :    and  whereas  the  said  Thomas  Landor,  Richard 
Hughes,  and  Robert  Hughes  have,  by  notice  in  writing, 
bearing  date  the  15th  day  of  May  instant,  signified  to  the  said 
Company  their  desire  to  have  the  question  of  such  compen- 
sation settled  by  arbitration :  now  I  the  undersigned,  Jona- 
than Samuda,  Secretary  to  the  said  North  Staffordshire 
Railway  Company,  do  hereby  nominate  and  appoint  Tho- 
mas Kempson,  of  &c.,  as  arbitrator  on  behalf  of  the  said 
Company,  to  whom,  with  the  arbitrator  appointed  by  the 
said  Thomas  Landor,  Richard  Hughes,  and  Robert  Hughes, 
shall  be  referred  the  question  as  to  the  amount  of  compen- 
sation to  be  paid  by  the  said  Company  for  the  purchase  of 
the  said  lands  and  hereditaments,  or  of  the  interest  of  the 
said  Thomas  Landor,  Richard  Hughes,  and  Robert  Hughes 
therein,  or  for  the  interest  of  any  other  person  or  persons 
which,  by  the  said  acts  hereinafter  recited  or  referred  to, 
you  the  said  Thomas  Landor,  Richard  Hughes,  and  Robert 
Hughes  are  enabled  to  sell,  and  also  for  the  damage  that 
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1848.  mAJ  be  sustained  by  the  eaid  Thomas  Landor,  Richard 

"noiith  Hughes,  and  Bobert  Hughes,  or  such  peison  or  persons  as 

Stafford,  aforesfud,  by  reason  of  the  execution  of  the  works  of  the 

Railwat  Co.  Said  Company. — Dated  &c 

hj^i^%.  "  J-  Samuda, 

'*  Secretary  to  the  said  North  Staffordshire 
Railway  Company." 

The  arbitrators  appointed  an  umpire,  under  the  27th 
section  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  and  seve- 
ral meetings  took  place,   at  which  one  Thomas  Wright 
claimed  compensation,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  an  agree- 
ment for  a  renewal  of  an  expired  lease  of  the  land  in  ques- 
tion, for  a  term  of  seven  years  from  Christmas,  1846,  for 
the  purpose  of  making  bricks,  under  which  agreement  he 
had  paid  rent,  and  on  the  faith  of  which  he  had  expended  a 
large  sum  of  money  in  building  sheds  and  erecting  a  steam- 
engine.    The  two  arbitrators  having  failed  to  make  their 
award  within  the  time  limited  by  the  3l8t  section  of  the 
above  act,  on  the  8th  of  November  the  umpire  made  his 
award,  the  material  part  of  which  is  as  foUows:— 

^'I  do  hereby  award  and  determine  that  the  sum  of 
186121  2s.  6(L  is  the  value,  and  shall  be  paid  by  the  said 
North  Staffordshire  Bailway  Company  to  the  said  Thomas 
Landor,  Richard  Hughes,  and  Robert  Hughes,  as  such 
trustees  as  aforesaid,  for  the  purchase  of  the  fee-simple  in 
possession,  free  from  all  incumbrances,  of  and  in  the  said 
copyhold  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  described  in 
the  said  first-recited  notice,  and  delineated  in  the  plan 
thereunto  attached  or  delivered  therewith,  and  therein  co- 
loured red,  and  required  to  be  purchased  and  taken  as  afore- 
said.    And  that  the  further  sum  of  1040/L  18^.  4d,  shall  be 
paid  by  the  same  Company  to  the  said  Thomas  Landor, 
Richard  Hughes,  and  Robert  Hughes,  as  such  trustees  as 
aforesaid,  as  compensation  for  the  damage  that  has  been  or 
will  be  sustained  by  the  said  Thomas  Landor,  Richard 


EAOTER  TEBM,    11  VICT.  239 

Hughes,  and  Robert  Hughes,  as  such  trustees  as  aforesaid^        1848. 
by  reason  of  the  execution  of  the  said  railway  and  works,       NoariT 
and  also  of  the  severing  of  the  same  lands  and  heredita-     Stafford- 

8HIRB 

ments  from  the  other  lands  of  the  said  Thomas  Landor,  Bailway  Co. 
Richard  Hughes,  and  Robert  Hughes,  as  such  trustees  as  jJ^^Zi%. 
aforesaid,  or  otherwise  injuriously  affecting  such  other  lands^ 
by  the  exercise  of  the  powers  of  the  said  Lands  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act  1845,  or  of  the  act  or  acts  authorising 
the  said  railway  and  works,  or  any  act  incorporated  there- 
with," &c 

On  the  16th  of  December  the  Company's  solicitor  sent  to 
the  solicitor  of  Landor  and  the  others  a  copy  of  the  award, 
at  the  same  time  giving  notice  of  Wright's  claim,  and  stat- 
ing, that,  in  the  event  of  his  taking  proceedings  against  the 
Company  to  obtain  compensation,  they  should  deduct  the 
amount  from  the  purchase-money.  On  the  20th  of  Decem- 
ber the  solicitor  of  Landor  and  the  others  returned  for 
answer,  that  they  considered  Wright  had  no  claim  on  them 
for  compensation,  and  that  they  could  not  allow  the  Com- 
pany to  make  any  deduction  from  the  purchase-money 
awarded.  On  the  27th  of  December,  1847,  the  solicitor 
of  Wright  gave  notice  to  the  Company  not  to  pay  to  Lan- 
dor and  the  others  the  sum  awarded  until  an  arrangement 
had  been  made  with  Wright.  The  following  are  the  sub- 
stantial grounds  upon  which  the  rule  nisi  was  obtained : — 

"  That  the  umpire  has  not,  in  or  by  his  award,  decided 
what  is  the  amount  of  compensation  to  be  paid  by  the  North 
Staffordshire  Railway  Company  for  the  interest  of  Thomas 
Landor,  Richard  Hughes,  and  Robert  Hughes,  in  the  lands 
and  hereditaments,  in  the  award  mentioned,  required  by  the 
Company  to  be  purchased  and  taken.  That  the  said  Tho- 
mas Landor,  Richard  Hughes,  and  Robert  Hughes,  having 
a  limited  interest  only  in  the  said  lands  and  hereditaments, 
and  not  being  enabled,  by  the  said  acts  of  Parliament  in 
the  award  mentioned  or  otherwise,  to  sell  the  interest  there* 

VOL.  II.  R  BXCH. 
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1848.        in  of  Thomas  Wright,  in  the  affidavit  in  this  case  mentioned, 
^^^^^      and  such  interest  of  the  said  T.  Wright  having  been  noti- 
Stappo&d-    fied  to  and  proved  before  the  said  umpire,  he,  the  said  um- 
Railway  Co,  pire,  ought  to  have  awarded  a  distinct  sum  for  the  said  in— 
La^nd1>».      *^r®Bt  of  the  said  Thomas  Landor,  Richard  Hughes,  and 
Robert  Hughes:  by  his  only  awarding  a  gross  sum  for  the 
fee-simple  in  possession,  free  from  all  incumbrances,  it  can- 
not be  ascertained  what  amount  is  to  be  paid  to  the  said 
Thomas  Landor,  Richard  Hughes,  and  Robert  Hughes, 
for  their  interest  in  the  said  lands  and  hereditaments,  and 
that  there  is  no  machinery  in  the  sud  acts  or  either  of  tbem 
to  apportion  or  ascertain  the  proportion  of  the  said  sum  of 
186  R  2s,  6d.  in  the  said  award  mentioned  which  is  to  be 
paid  to  them,  and  the  proportion  thereof  which  is  to  be 
paid  to  the  said  T.  Wright,  or  to  any  other  incumbrancer 
or  person  entitled  to  any  interest  in  the  said  lands  and  he- 
reditaments.    That  the  award  is  bad,  because  the  said 
Thomas  Landor,  Richard  Hughes,  and  Robert  Hughes  did 
not,  in  and  by  their  notice  in  the  said  award  mentioned,  or 
in  or  by  their  claim  therein  mentioned,  or  by  the  said  ap- 
pointment of  arbitrator  therein  mentioned,  or  otherwise 
howsoever,  state  the  nature  of  the  interest  belonging  to 
them  in  the  said  lands  and  hereditaments  in  respect  whereof 
they  claimed  compensation,  or  the  particulars  of  their  estate 
and  interest  in  the  said  lands  and  hereditaments  in  respect 
whereof  they  claimed  compensation.'^ 

Martin  shewed  cause. — The  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation 
Act,  8  &  9  Vict,  c  18,  contains  a  code  of  laws,  commendng 
at  sect.  16,  respecting  the  purchase  of  lands  otherwise  than 
by  agreement.  Where  the  compensation  claimed  does  not 
exceed  £50,  the  same  is  to  be  settiedby  two  justices — sect. 
22 ;  but  where  it  exceeds  that  amount,  it  may  be  settied  by 
arbitration  or  a  jury,  at  the  option  of  the  party  dalmiug 
compensation.  By  sect.  18,  where  the  promoters  of  the 
undertaking  require  to  purchase  any  lands,  they  shall  give 
notice  to  all  parties  interested  in  such  lands,  and  demand 
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the  particalars  of  their  estate  and  interest,  and  of  the  claims  1848. 
made  by  them  in  reepect  thereof.  By  sect.  23,  "  if  the  com-  nobth 
penaation  claimed  or  offered  exceeds  £50,  and  the  party  Stafford- 
claiming  compensation  desires  to  have  the  same  settled  by  Railway  Co. 
arbitration,  and  signifies  such  desire  by  notice  in  writing  to  La^dob. 
the  promoters  of  the  undertaking  before  they  have  issued 
their  warrant  to  the  sheriff  to  summon  a  jury,  stating,  in 
soch  notice,  the  nature  of  the  interest  in  respect  of  which 
die  party  claims  compensation,  and  the  amount  of  compen- 
sation so  claimed,  the  same  shall  be  so  settled  accordingly." 
By  sect.  25,  '^  when  any  question  of  disputed  compensation, 
anthoiriaed  or  required  to  be  settled  by  arbitration,  shall 
have  ansen,  then,  unless  both  parties  shall  concur  in  the 
appointment  of  a  single  arbitrator,  each  party,  on  the  re- 
quest of  the  other  party,  shall  nominate  and  appoint  an 
arbitrator,  to  whom  such  dispute  shall  be  referred;  and 
every  appointment  of  an  arbitrator  shall  be  made,  on  the 
part  of  the  promoters  of  the  undertaking,  under  the  hands 
of  die  said  promoters  or  any  two  of  them,  or  of  their  secre- 
tary or  clerk,  or,  on  the  part  of  any  other  party,  under  the 
hand  of  such  party,  or,  if  such  party  be  a  corporation  ag- 
gr^ate,  under  the  common  seal  of  such  corporation,  and 
guch  appaintment  Aall  be  deemed  u  submiman  to  arbitration  on 
the  part  of  the  party  by  whom  the  same  shall  be  made,"  &c. 
The  27th  section  enables  the  arbitrators  to  appoint  an  um- 
jnre.  By  sect.  36,  the  submission  may  be  made  a  rule  of 
court.  The  37th  section  enacts,  that  ''no  award  made 
with  respect  to  any  question  referred  to  arbitration,  under 
die  provisions  of  that  or  the  spedal  act,  shall  be  set  aside 
for  irregularity,  or  error  in  matter  of  form."  The  notice 
by  Xiandor  and  the  others  of  their  claim  to  the  lands  in 
question,  and  the  appointment  by  them  of  an  arbitrator, 
was  a  valid  proceeding  under  the  23rd  section ;  or,  if  not, 
the  objection  has  been  waived  by  the  conduct  of  the  par- 
ties. [Parke,  B. — ^Beading  the  terms  of  the  appointment 
together  with  the  terms  of  the  award,  it  does  not  appear 

r2 
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1848.        what  interest  these  parties  had  in  the  lands,  nor  what  is  the 

North        value  of  the  interest  which  they  are  capable  of  convejing. 

Staffoed.     xhe  umpire  only  awards  that  186U  2*.  6A  is  the  value, 

SHIRB  . 

Railway  Co.  and  shall  be  paid  for  the  purchase  of  the  fee-simple.]  The 
Landoa.  award  in  substance  finds  that  the  interest  of  the  parties  is 
a  fee-simple  in  possession,  and  that  1861/.  2s.  6d.  is  the 
value  of  that  interest.  If  they  fiul  to  make  out  a  title  to 
the  fee-simple,  firee  from  all  incumbrances,  the  proper  course 
is  to  proceed  under  the  76  th  and  three  following  sections, 
by  which  the  purchase-money  may  be  deposited  in  the  Bank 
and  distributed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery.  [Parke,  B. — 
The  award  is  bad  for  uncertainty.  It  is  made  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  submission,  but  that  is  not  according  to  what 
the  statute  prescribes.  As  at  present  advised,  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  award  could  not  be  enforced  by  attachment ; 
and  on  the  other  hand,  it  could  not  be  set  aside,  because 
the  parties,  by  their  conduct,  have  agreed  to  that  submis- 
sion, though  not  according  to  the  statutory  form.  The 
award  ought  to  find  the  particular  interest  of  the  parties, 
whether  an  estate  in  fee  or  for  life,  or  what  oilier  interest. 
In  this  case,  perhaps,  the  umpire  could  not  decide  whether 
Landor  and  the  others  were  entitled  to  the  fee-simple  or  a 
mere  equitable  interest,  because  they  have  not  stated,  in 
their  notice,  what  interest  they  possess.  The  question 
then  is,  what  did  the  parties  mean  to  refer?  The  appoint- 
ment of  an  arbitrator  is  good  evidence  against  them  of  what 
they  intended.  They  agreed  to  refer  the  value  of  all  the 
interest  which  Landor  and  the  others  were  capable  of  con- 
veying, and  the  difiSculty  is  in  sa3ring  what  the  arbitrators 
are  to  do  on  that  reference.  The  umpire  has  neither  valued 
the  interest  of  Landor  and  the  others,  nor  has  he  found,  as 
a  fact,  that  they  were  entitled  to  the  fee-simple ;  he  only 
says,  that  the  value  of  the  fee-simple,  if  they  have  the 
power  of  conveying  it,  is  1861i  2s.  6d.  Piatt,  B. — The 
umpire  ought  to  have  awarded  to  Landor  and  the  others  a 
compensation  for  their  interest,  minus  that  of  Wright.] 
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The  C!ourt  then  called  on 

Crompton  to  support  the  rule. — It  clearly  appears  that  Stafford- 
there  was  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year  outstanding  in 
Wrighty  which  the  umpire  has  omitted  to  notice.  The  and 
meaning  of  the  appointment,  which  the  statute  makes  a 
submission,  is  this,  that  the  interest  of  the  parties  which 
they  are  capable  of  conveying,  and  its  value,  shall  be  the 
matter  which  the  arbitrators  shall  ascertain.  Here  the 
umpire  has  not  found  what  interest  Landor  and  the  others 
possessed ;  for,  there  being  an  outstanding  term  in  Wright, 
the  umpire  only  finds  that  a  certain  sum  is  the  value 
of  the  fee-simple,  leaving  the  parties  to  divide  it.  But 
the  compensation  to  be  paid  to  a  tenant  from  year  to 
year  must,  under  the  ]2l8t  section,  be  determined  by  two 
justices.  It  is  said,  that  the  conduct  of  the  parties  may  ren- 
der the  submission  valid,  though  not  according  to  the  sta- 
tutory form ;  but  the  Company,  being  a  corporation,  can- 
not agree  to  any  other  mode  of  submission.  [Parkey  B. — 
If  the  Company  are  not  bound  by  anything  but  the  statu- 
tory submission,  they  can  neither  maintain  an  action  nor 
proceed  by  attachment.  Pollock^  C.  B. — There  is  no  ne- 
cessity for  the  assistance  of  the  Court] 

Per  Curiam  (a).  —  The  rule  must  be  discharged,  but 
without  costs. 

(a)  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Parke,  B.,  Bol/e,  B.,  and  Piatt,  B. 


244  SXCHEQUfiR  REPORTS. 

1848. 

Ma^  4.       In  the  Matter  of  an  Arbitration  between  Thb  North 

Sta?fosj>shjre  Baclwat  Company  and  Charles  Wood 
and  Richard  Wood. 

A  Railway  1  HIS  was  a  rule  calling  on  Charles  Wood  and  Richard 

Company  hatr- 

ing  given  notice  Wood  to  shew  cause  why  an  award  or  umpirage  should  not 
ofoertain^d,  ^  ^^  aside,  under  the  following  circumstances: — On  the 
delineated  in  a    30th  December,  1846,  the  North  Staffordshire   Railway 

plan  annexed,  ^  ^  "^ 

to  treat  for  the  Company,  in  pursuance  of  the  18th  section  of  the  Lands 

of,  the  land.  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  8  &  9  Yict  c.  18,  gave  the  Messrs. 

upon  gave^the  ^^^  notice  to  treat  for  the  purchase  of  certain  lands  situ- 

Company  a  ate  at  Sutton,  in  the  parish  of  Prestbury,  in  the  county  o^i 

notice,  stating  '  r  /»  J 

that  their  in-  Chester,  and  numbered  374, 375, 376,  and  377,  in  the  plans 

said  land  was  ^"^^  books  of  reference  of  the  Company,  and  delineated  in 

scribe?in^a^  a  plan  thereunto  annexed.     This  property  consisted  of  a 

schedule  of  reservoir  or  pool  of  water  for  supplying  water-wheels  in 

clam  served 

therevrith;  and  Macdesfield.  On  the  4th  of  June,  1847,  the  Company 
ed'as  comp"""  served  the  Messrs.  Wood  with  another  notice  to  treat  for 
sation  for  the  ^^  purchase  of  other  land  adjoining  the  land  previously  re- 
damage  sus.  ferred  to,  and  numbered  372  and  372  a.  This  land  was  used 
execution  of  solely  for  agricultural  purposes.  On  the  23rd  of  June,  the 
^280 ^and  Messrs.  Wood  gave  notice  of  the  appointment  of  an  arbi- 
that,upon  pay-  trator,  the  material  part  of  which  is  as  follows: — "  We  do 

ment  of  such  ,  *  .      /•        .       1 

sum,  they  were  hereby  inform  you,  that  we  are  the  owners  m  fee-simple 
▼ey  aU  their  °*  A^^^  ^  copyhold  tenure,  and  also  lessees  for  a  certain  term 
MS*iand^and  ^^^  Unexpired,  of  the  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments 

that,  if  the 
amount  were 

not  paid,  they  desired  the  matter  to  be  setUed  by  arbitration,  and  required  the  Company  to  appoint 
an  arbitrator.  In  the  schedule  of  claim  annexed  to  this  notice  were  included  certain  pieces  of  land, 
which  the  owners,  under  the  93rd  section,  required  the  Company  to  purchase  as  lands  serered 
by  the  railway,  and  respectively  of  less  than  half  an  acre.    The  Company  then  gave  the  land- 
holders a  notice,  whereby,  after  reciting  the  landowners'  notice,  they  appointed  an  arbitrator, 
to  whom  was  to  be  referred  the  amount  of  compensation  to  be  paid  to  the  landowners  "  for  the 
purchase  of  the  said  lands."    The  arbitrators  appointed  an  umpire,  who  received  evidence  of 
the  value  of  the  pieces  of  land  less  than  half  an  acre,  and  awarded  one  entire  sum  for  the  pur- 
chase of  the  fee-simple  of  the  land  which  the  Company  required  to  purchase,  and  also  of  the 
portions  of  land  which  the  owners  required  the  Company  to  purchase : — HM^  that  the  award 
was  bad,  there  being  no  valid  submission  in  respect  of  the  last- mentioned  lands ;  but  the  Coort 
refused  to  set  the  award  aside,  leaving  the  Company  to  dispute  it  when  the  parties  should  at- 
tempt to  enforce  it. 
Whether  the  award  could  be  supported  by  reference  to  the  conduct  of  the  parties,  qucre. 
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mentioned  or  referred  to  in  the  said  notices ;  and  that  such  1848. 
our  interest  therein,  whether  of  a  freehold,  copyhold,  or  "Noiith" 
leasehold  nature,  is  particularly  described  in  the  owner^i  Stavpord- 
schedule  of  daim  served  herewith ;  and  that  we  daim,  as  Railway  Co. 
compensation  for  the  purchase-money  for  the  same,  and  for  wood. 
the  damage  that  may  be  sustained  by  xa  by  reason  of  the 
execution  of  your  railway  works,  the  sum  of  228021  8#. 
And  take  notice,  that  we  ave  ready  and  willing,  on  pay- 
ment of  the  said  sum  of  2280/.  8^.,  to  sell,  convey,  release, 
surrender,  and  assign  to  you,  the  said  Company,  all  our 
estate,  right,  title,  and  interest  in  the  said  lands,  tenements, 
and  hereditaments,  according  to  the  provisions  contained  in 
the  eaid  acts  of  Parliament  in  your  said  notices  mentioned. 
And  we  do  further  give  you  notice,  that  we  shall  require 
you,  in  addition  to  such  compensation,  to  preserve  and  re* 
connect,  in  a  proper  and  efficient  manner,  and  without  de- 
lay, all  existing  communications  for  the  conveyance  of  water 
from  the  larger  moss  pool  to  our  present  mills  and  factories 
in  Sutton  aforesaid.  And  further  take  notice,  that  if  our 
daim  of  228021  8s*,  as  and  for  compensation  as  afore- 
I,  shall  not  be  paid  or  accepted  by  you,  we  hereby,  in 
pursuance  of  the  provisions  contained  in  the  said  act,  or  any 
other  act  or  acts  of  Pariiament,  signify  to  you  our  desire 
to  have  the  amount  of  the  said  compensation  to  be  paid  to 
us  settled  by  arbitration.  And  we  do  hereby  require  you, 
the  said  Company,  to  appoint  an  arbitrator,"  &c.  In  the 
schedule  annexed  to  this  notice,  the  Messrs.  Wood  claimed 
971L  I8s,  for  the  value  of  the  land,  152/.  lOs.  as  compen- 
sation for  the  severance  and  injury  to  the  adjoining  land, 
£688  for  damage  done  to  the  water  privileges  and  sever- 
ance, and  £473  for  the  purchase  of  parts  of  372  a,  374,  and 
375,  as  not  being  lands  within  a  town,  and  built  upon,  and 
which  would  be  cut  through  and  divided  by  the  railway, 
so  that  th^  would  be  left  respectivdy  of  less  quantity  than 
half  a  statute  acre.  On  the  7th  September,  the  Company 
served  the  Messrs.  Wood  with  notice  of  the  appointment 
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1848.        of  an  arbitrator.     This  notice,  aflter  reciting  the  substance 

North       ^^  ^^'^  Company's  two  notices  to  treat  for  the  purchase, 

Stafford*     and  also  that  Messrs.  Wood  had  stated  the  particulars  of 

SHIRK 

Railway  Co.  their  claim  in  respect  of  the  said  lands  to  be  2280/.  8«.,  pro- 
Wooo.        ceeded  in  the  following  terms : — ^'  Now  we,  the  said  North 
Staffordshire  Railway  Company,  hereby,  under  the  hand  of 
me,  the  undersigned  J.  Samuda,  secretary  to  the  said  Com- 
pany, nominate  and  appoint  George  Clarke  Pauling,  of  &C.9 
arbitrator,  to  whom  shall  be  referred  the  question  as  to  the 
amount  of  compensation  to  be  paid  by  the  said  Company 
for  the  purchase  of  the  said  lands  and  hereditaments,  or  of 
the  interest  of  the  said  Richard  Wood  and  Charles  Wood 
therein,  and  for  the  interest  of  any  other  person  or  persons, 
which,  by  the  said  acts  hereinbefore  recited  or  referred  to, 
they,  the  said  Richard  Wood  and  Charles  Wood,  are  enabled 
to  sell,  and  also  for  the  damage  that  may  be  sustained  by 
the  said  Richard  Wood  and  Charles  Wood,  or  such  person 
or  persons  as  aforesaid,  by  reason  of  the  execution  of  the 
works  of  the  said  Company." 

The  two  arbitrators  nominated  an  umpire,  who,  together 
with  them,  proceeded  with  the  reference,  when  the  Messrs. 
Wood  gave  evidence  of  the  value  of  certain  portions  of 
the  land,  numbered  in  their  schedule  372  a,  374,  and  375, 
the  same  being  lands  not  within  a  town  and  built  upon, 
and  which  would  be  cut  through  and  divided  by  the  rail- 
way, so  that  they  would  be  left  of  less  quantity  than  half 
an  acre  respectively ;  and  they  contended,  that  the  Company 
were  bound,  under  the  93rd  section,  to  purchase  these  por- 
tions of  land.  This  evidence  was  received  by  the  arbitrators, 
although  it  was  objected  to  by  the  Company,  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  not  included  in  the  lands  specified  or  alluded  to  in 
the  Company's  appointment  of  an  arbitrator,  which  consti- 
tuted their  submission  to  arbitration.  The  arbitrators  having 
failed  to  make  their  award  within  the  time  limited  by  the  act 
of  Parliament,  the  umpire  made  his  award,  whereby  (after 
reciting  the  notices,  and  also  reciting  that  the  Messrs.  Wood 
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required  the  Company  to  purchaBe,  along  with  the  lands         1848. 
required  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  railway  and  works,        north* 
ports  of  the  lands  numbered  372  a,  374,  and  375,  the  same     Stafford- 

8HIRR 

being  lands  not  within  a  town  or  built  upon,  whioh  would  Railway  Co. 
be  cot  through  and  divided  by  the  said  railway  and  works,  w^d. 
so  that  they  would  be  left  respectively  of  less  quantity  re- 
spectively than  half  a  statute  acre,  and  that  they  had  no 
land  adjoining  into  which  the  same  could  be  thrown,  so  as  to 
be  conveniently  occupied  therewith)  he  awarded  as  follows : 
— **  I  do  hereby  award  and  determine,  that  the  sum  of  £1444 
IS  the  value,  and  shall  be  paid  by  the  said  North  Stafford- 
shire Bailway  Company  to  the  said  Charles  Wood  and 
Richard  Wood,  for  the  purchase  of  the  fee-simple  in  pos- 
session and  copyhold  tenure  and  interest,  free  from  all  in- 
cumbrances, except  the  usual  copyhold  rent  and  services 
b  respect  of  the  said  copyhold  land  and  hereditaments,  and 
also  the  leasehold  interest,  as  set  forth  in  the  said  claim  of 
the  said  Charles  Wood  and  Bichard  Wood,  of  and  in  the 
said  lands,  tenementSi  and  hereditaments,  described  in  the 
before-recited  notices,  and  delineated  in  the  plans  to  the 
same  notices  respectively  attached  or  delivered  therewith,  and 
therein  coloured  red,  and  required  to  be  purchased  and  taken 
by  the  said  Company  as  aforesaid,  and  also  required  by  the 
said  Charles  Wood  and  Richard  Wood,  in  their  notice  and 
daim  delivered  to  the  Company,  to  be  purchased  and  taken 
by  the  said  Company  as  aforesaid ;  subject,  nevertheless,  as 
to  the  said  leasehold  tenements,  to  a  proportionate  part  of 
the  sidd  rent  of  £210,  to  wluch  the  same,  with  other  tene- 
ments, is  subject  and  liable,  according  to  the  quantity  of 
land  taken,  and  to  be  apportioned  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Liands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  1845.  And  that  the 
further  sum  of  £732  shall  be  paid  by  tiie  same  Company  to 
the  said  Charles  Wood  and  Richard  Wood,  as  compensation 
for  the  damage  that  has  been  or  shall  be  sustained  by  the  said 
Charles  Wood  and  Richard  Wood,  by  reason  of  the  execution 
of  tiie  said  railway  and  works,  and  also  of  tiie  severing  of  the 
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1848*        same  lands,  tenementSy  and  hereditaments  from  the  oilier 

North        lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  of  the  sud  Charles 

Stafford-     Wood  and  Richard  Wood,  or  otherwise  injuriously  affect- 

Railway  Co.  ing  such  Other  lands,  by  the  exercise  of  the  powers  of  &e 

Wood.       ^^  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  1845,  or  of  the  act 

or  acts  authorising  the  said  railway  and  works,  or  any  act 

incorporated  therewith.** 

The  following  were  the  principal  grounds  on  which 
the  Company  moved  to  set  aside  the  award: — That  the 
umpire  has  exceeded  his  authority  by  awarding  one  gross 
sum  for  the  purchase  of  the  land  required  to  be  pur- 
chased  and  taken  by  the  North  Staffordshire  Railway 
Company,  and  of  the  land  required  by  Charles  Wood  and 
Richard  Wood,  in  their  notice  and  claim  in  the  said  award 
mentioned,  to  be  taken  and  purdiased  by  the  stud  Company, 
inasmuch  as  the  umpire  had  no  authority  to  award  any  sum  in 
respect  of  the  last-mentioned  land — ^that  is  to  say,  the  land 
required  by  the  said  Charles  Wood  and  Richard  Wood,  to 
be  taken  aud  purchased  as  aforesaid — or  to  make  any  award 
or  umpirage  as  to  such  last-menlioned  land;  and  as  it 
cannot  be  known  or  ascertidned  from  the  said  award  how 
much  of  the  said  sum  of  money  so  awarded  for  the  pnrchase 
is  awarded  in  respect  of  the  land  required  by  the  said  Com- 
pany, and  how  much  is  awarded  in  respect  of  the  land  re- 
quired by  the  said  Charles  Wood  and  Richard  Wood  to 
be  taken,  the  award  is,  therefore,  bad  altogether.  That 
the  umpire  has  included  in  his  award,  and  awarded  upon 
a  matter  not  submitted  to  him — ^that  is  to  say,  the  amount 
of  the  purchase-money  of  the  land  not  required  by  the 
Company  to  be  taken,  but  required  by  the  said  Charles 
Wood  and  Richard  Wood  to  be  taken.  That  the  award  or 
umpirage  is  T<Hd,  as  the  two  parties  thereto  never  agreed 
upon  the  same  subject-matter  for  the  arbttrators  or  tmipire 
to  decide;  and  that  the  said  Company  only  agreed  that 
the  award  should  be  as  to  the  land  required  by  them  to 
be  taken;  whereas  the  said  Charles  Wood  and  Richard 
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Wood  agreed  that  the  award  should  be  both  as  to  the  1848. 

land  required  by  the  Company  to  be  taken,  and  the  land  north" 

xeqoired  by  themselYes,  the  said  Charles  Wood  and  Bichard  Stapfoed. 

Wood,  to  be  taken ;  and  the  said  Charles  Wood  and  Richard  Railway  Co. 

Wood  never  agreed  to  be  bound  by  any  award  or  umpirage  wood. 
which  should  not  include  the  apiount  to  be  paid  for  the 
purchase  of  the  said  last-mentioned  land. 

Martin  and  Tawnsend  shewed  cause. — The  objection,  in 
substance,  is,  that  the  umpire  oiight  not  to  have  awarded  in 
respect  of  the  parts  of  372  a,  374,  and  375«  which  were  se- 
vered by  the  railway,  so  that  they  were  req>ectiTely  of  less 
than  half  an  acre.  The  93rd  section  of  the  Lands  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act  enacts,  that,  *^  if  any  lands,  not  being 
situate  in  a  town  or  built  upoUf  shall  be  so  cut  through  and 
divided  by  the  works  as  to  leav^  either  on  both  sides  or  on 
one  side  thereof,  a  less  quantity  of  land  than  half  a  statute 
acre,  and  if  the  owner  of  such  small  portion  of  land  require 
the  promoters  of  the  undertaking  to  purchase  the  same, 
along  with  the  other  land  required  for  the  purposes  of  the 
special  act,  the  promoters  of  the  undertaking  shall  purchase 
the  same  accordingly,  unless  the  owner  thereof  shall  have 
other  land  adjoining  to  that  so  left,  into  which  the  same  can 
be  dirown  so  as  to  be  conveniently  occupied  therewith,"  &c. 
According  to  the  true  construction  of  the  act,  the  Company 
are  to  give  notice  of  the  land  they  require  to  purchase ;  then, 
if  the  owners  have  any  land  within  the  description  of  the 
93rd  section,  they  are  to  give  a  notice  requiring  the  Com- 
pany to  purchase,  that  land,  and  thereupon  the  Company 
are  bound  to  do  so.  The  two  notices,  taken  together, 
make  a  valid  submission  in  respect  of  the  portions  of  land 
less  than  half  an  acre ;  for  the  Company,  in  their  notice, 
refer,  in  express  terms,  to  the  claim  of  £2280,  by  Messrs. 
Wood,  as  compensation  for  the  land  mentioned  in  their 
notice — that  is,  both  the  land  which  the  Company  required 
to  purchase  and  that  which  they  were  bound,  by  the  93rd 


260  EXCHEQUER  REPORTS. 

1848.        section,  to  purchase.     [^Parhe,  B. — The  Company  only  pro- 
NoRTB       pose  to  refer  the  amount  of  compensation  to  be  paid  for  the 
^VHtR* °"    ^^°^  which  they  are  willing  to  take.]     Upon  notice  by  the 
Railway  Co.  Company,  a  two-fold  right  accrued  to  the  owners  of  the 
Wood.       land,  namely,  a  right  to  compensation  for  the  value  of  the 
land  which  the  Company  require  to  purchase,  and  a  further 
right  of  insisting  upon  the  purchase,  by  the  Company,  of 
the  portions  of  land  less  than  half  an  acre.     The  parties  are 
concluded  by  their  conduct  before  the  arbitrator,  for  they 
acted  as  if  the  matter  referred  were  the  value  of  the 
entire  lands:    Regina  v.   The  Tnutees  of  Swansea  Hot' 
bour{a),     {Parker  B. — It  is  clear  that  the  umpire  has  fixed 
the  sum  awarded  as  the  value  of  the  entire  lands.     The 
award  is  bad,  but  whether  we  ought  to  set  it  ande  is  an- 
other question.     Pottochf  C.  B. — If  the  objection  is  quite 
patent,  there  is  no  necessity  for  our  interference.] 

Cromptan,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  umpire  has 
awarded  upon  a  subject-matter  in  respect  of  which  he  was 
not  authorised  to  adjudicate  by  either  party,  or,  at  all 
events,  by  the  Company.  It  is  true  that  the  schedule  an- 
nexed to  the  notice  of  Messrs.  Wood  includes  the  entire 
lands ;  but  that  schedule  is  a  mere  description  of  tiieir  es- 
tate or  interest,  and  forms  no  part  of  the  appointment  of  the 
arbitrator.  The  notice  by  Messrs.  Wood  is  distinctiy  con- 
fined to  the  land  mentioned  or  referred  to  in  the  Company's 
notice ;  and  the  two  documents,  read  together,  clearly  ex- 
clude the  small  portions  of  land.  If  the  submission  is  not 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  the  Court 
are  bound  to  interfere. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — The  rule  must  be  dischaiged,  but  with- 
out costs. 

Parke,  B. — I  do  not  think  it  possible  to  enforce  this 

(a)  8  Ad.  &  £.  489. 
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awards  for  it  is  dearly  bad.    The  two  notices  evidentlj 

refer  ad  idem ;  therefore,  nothing  is  submitted  to  the  arbi-  north 

trators  but  the  value  of  the  land  whioh  the  Company  re-  Stafford- 

8H1RB 

quired  to  purchase.    Whether  the  award  can  be  supported  Railway  Co. 

by  anything  irrespective   of  this  submission  is  another  Wood. 
matter. 


B01.FE,  B.,  and  Platt,  B.,  concurred. 


Bule  discharged  (a). 


(a)  See  the  preceding  case. 


Grots  t>.  The  Chester  and  Holvheab  Bailwat         April  20. 

Company. 

L/ AS£. — The  declaration,  after  reciting  that  the  defend-  in  an  action 
aats  had  been  established  and  incorporated,  by  a  certain  act  ^  com^* ' 
of  Parliament,  for  the  making  of  a  railway,  called  the  P*'*^'  f**"^  S®"* 

^       ^^  •^  pensationfor 

Chester  and  Holyhead  Bailway  Company,  and  that  the  injury  received 
defendants,  in  pursuance  of  that  act,  had  constructed  a  por-  by  the  breakilig 
tion  of  the  line,  and  also,  amongst  other  works,  a  bridge  bridRc^over 
over  the  river  Dee ;  and  that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  ^*>»«*>  *»«  ^" 

,        .      «  .         ,  .         1        -Tfc   •!  pasaing  in  a 

gnevances  theremafter  mentioned,  a  certain  other  Bailway  pasMnger-train 
Company,  to  wit,  the  Shrewsbury  and  Chester  Bailway  i^ap^pcr* 
Company,  by  the  license  and  permission  of  the  defendants,  ^JJ^'^p"  '^j^^, 
and  for  hire  and  reward  therefore  paid  by  them,  used  the  ther  the  de- 
said  part  of  the  said  railway  of  the  defendants,  and  the  said  engaged  the 

aenricea  of  com- 
petent engin- 
eera,  who  had  adopted  the  beat  method  and  had  used  the  beat  materials,  and  that,  if  the  defend- 
anta  had  done  ao,  they  would  not  be  liable ;  but  that  the  mere  fact  of  their  having  engaged 
the  wnricea  of  anch  a  peraon  wonld  not  relieve  them  from  the  consequencea  of  an  accident 
ariaing  from  a  deficiency  in  the  work. 
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1848.        brv^  snd  Other  works  of  the  defeadaats,  for  the  carriage 
Q^^        itod  ooDveyance  of  pasaengera  <m  and  over  the  eaid  part  of 
"■  the  railway,  in  certwn  carnages  of  tiie  Sirewsbury  and 

AND  HoLr.     Chester  Railway  Company,  and  at  certwn  great  speed  and 
Kailwat  Co.  velocity,  for  reward  therefore  paid  by  the  said  paasengera 
to  the  laat^mentioDed  Company;  of  all  which  premises  the 
defendants,  during  all  the  time  aforestud,  had  due  notice, 
and  the  defendants,  during  all  the  said  time,  had  fall  notice, 
as  the  fact  was,  that  the  said  part  of  the  s^d  railway  of  the 
defendants  could  not  safely  or  eecnrely  be  used  as  aforesud, 
nor  the  said  passengers  safely  or  securely  carried  or  con- 
veyed on  or  over  the  eaid  part  of  the  said  railway  of  the 
defendants,  unless  as  well  the  siud  part  of  the  said  railway 
of  the  defendants  as  the  said  bridge  and  other  works  were, 
by  the  defendants,  carefially  and  skilfully,  and  with  proper 
and  sufficient  materials,  constmcted  and  maintained:  and 
afler  reciting,  that,  after  the  sidd  part  of  the  eaid  railway 
of  the  defendants  hod  been  made,   and  the  said  bridge 
and  other  works  made  and  oonstmcted  as  aforesaid,  and 
whilst  the  said  part  of  the  said  railway  and  the  said  bridge 
and  other  works  were  so  used  by  the  said  Shrewsbury 
and  Chester  Rulway  Company  in  manner  and  for  the  pur> 
poses  aforesaid,  and  whilst  the  defendants  had  such  notice 
as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  &&,  the  plaintiff  became  and  was  a  pas- 
senger on  the  stud  part  of  the  siud  railway  of  the  defendants, 
to  be  safely  and  securely  carried  and  conveyed  by  the  said 
Sbrewsbiuy  and  Chester  Kwlway  Company,  in  one  of  their 
carriages,  on  and  over  the  s^d  part  of  the  said  railway  of  the 
defendants,  for  hire  and  reward  to  the  sfud  Shrewsbury  and 
Chester  Railway  Company  therefore  paid  by  the  plaintiff 
to  the  Bud  last-mentioned  Company ;  and  the  siud  last-men- 
tioned Company  then  received  the  pliuntiff,  to  be  so  carried 
and  ctHiveyed  as  aforesud;  yet  that  the  defendants,  dis- 
regarding their  du^,  did  not  nor  would  skilfidly,  care- 
fully, sufficiently,  and  properly  constnict,  mak^  and  main- 
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tiin  die  »ud  part  of  the  said  railway  of  the  defendants,  1848. 
and  skilfully,  carefully,  sufficiently,  and  properly  make,  con-  oaoTi 
stract,  and  maintain  the  said  bri%e  and  other  works,  so  v. 

that  the  same  respectively  could  safely  and  securely  be  used    a^jd  Holy. 
in  manner  and  for  the  purposes  aforesaid ;  but,  on  the  con-   railway  Co. 
traiy  thereof,  the  defendants  so  n^igently,  unskilfully, 
insufficiently,  and  imprqperiy  made  and  maintained  the 
said  part  of  the  said  railway  of  the  defendants,  and  so  ne- 
gligently, unskilfully,  insufficiently,  and  improperly  made, 
constructed,  and  maintained  the  said  bridge  and  other  works, 
that  the  said  part  of  die  said  railway  of  the  defendants, 
and  the  said  bridge  and  other  works  respectiyely,  could  not 
be  safely  or  securely  used  in  manner  and  for  the  purposes 
aforesaid ;  and  that  whilst  the  plaintiff,  as  such  passenger 
IB  aforesaid,  was  being  carried  and  conveyed  in  manner  and 
on  the  occasion  aforesaid,  by  the  said  Shrewsbury  and 
Chester  Bailway  Compatiy,  in  one  of  their  carriages,  on 
and  over  the  said  part  of  the  said  railway  of  the  defend- 
ants, and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on 
&c,  by  and  dirough  the  afoiresud  negligence,  carelessnescf, 
and  improper  conduct  of  the  defendants  in  and  about  the 
making  and  maintaining  of  the  said   part  of  their  said 
railway,  and  in  and  about  die  making,  constructing,  and 
maintaining  of  die  said  bridge  and  other  works,  the  said 
bridge  became  and  was  broken  and  dislocated,  and  the  plain- 
tiff was  precipitated  and  thrown  from  the  said  bridge,  and 
thereby  became  and  was  gready  cut,  wounded,  and  bruised, 
&& ;  concluding  by  laying  spedal  damage. 

The  defendanta  pleaded,  '^Not  guilty."  Upon  which, 
issue  was  joined. — At  the  trial,  before  fFUliams,  J.,  at 
die  last  Spring  Assizes  for  Chester,  it  appeared,  that  the 
present  action  had  been  brought  by  the  plaintiff  against 
the  defendants,  to  recover  compensation  for  an  injury  re- 
cdved  by  him,  wluch  had  been  occamoned  by  the  break- 
ing down  of  a  bridge,  upon  a  portion  of  their  line,  during 
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1848.  the  transit  of  a  paBsenger^train  in  which  the  plainti6f  then 
happened  to  be.  It  also  appeared,  that  the  seryicefl  of 
an  eminent  engineer  had  been  engaged  in  the  construction 
of  the  work.  The  learned  judge  told  the  jurj,  that  the 
Railway  Co.  ^l^^^o^  ^^  whether  the  bridge  was  constructed  and  main- 
tained with  sufficient  care  and  skill,  and  of  reasonably  pro- 
per strength  with  regard  to  the  purposes  for  which  it  was 
made ;  and  that,  if  they  should  think  not,  and  that  the  ac- 
cident was  attributable  to  any  such  deficiency,  the  plaintiff 
would  be  entitled  to  recover.  The  counsel  for  the  defend- 
ants objected,  that  the  defendants  would  not  be  liable  un- 
less they  had  been  guilty  of  negligence  either  in  construct- 
ing or  maintaining  the.  bridge.  His  Lordship,  however, 
left  the  question  to  the  jury,  subject  to  his  previous  direc- 
tion.    A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  plaintifl^ 

« 

The  Attorney" General,  in  the  present  Term,  (April  19), 
moved  for  a  rule  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why 
there  should  not  be  a  new  trial,  on  th6  ground  of  misdi- 
rection.— The  jury  were  not  properly  directed.  The  learned 
judge  should  have  left  it  to  them  to  say,  whether  the  de- 
fendants had  been  guilty  of  any  negligence.  In  the  mode 
in  which  the  question  was  left  to  the  jury,  they  were  ne- 
cessarily forced,  by  the  result,  to  the  conclusion,  that  the 
bridge  had  not  been  constructed  with  suffident  care  and 
skill ;  for  they  would  reason,  that  if  it  had  been  properly  con- 
structed it  would  not  have  failed.  The  jury  would,  therefore, 
necessarily  find  that  there  had  been  negligence,  from  the  re- 
sult. It  appeared,  that  the  defendants  had  engaged  the  ser- 
vices of  the  most  competent  engineer  in  the  construction  of 
the  bridge.  They  had  done  their  duty.  [Parker's, — Itseems 
to  me  that  they  would  still  be  liable  for  the  accident,  unless 
he  also  used  due  and  reasonable  care,  and  employed  proper 
materials  in  the  work.]  The  learned  judge  ought  to  have 
put  the  question  of  negligence  to  the  jury  with  more  dis- 
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tinctness.     The  skill  exercised  in  the  Gonstruction  of  the        1848. 
work  ought  not  to  be  tested  by  the  result.  The  rule  seems  to       Grotb 
be  correctly  laid  down  by  Aldersouy  B.,  in  Sharp  v.  Grey  (a),      ^   •• 
where  he  says,  "  A  coach-proprietor  is  liable  for  all  defects    '^nd  Holt- 
in  his  vehicle  which  can  be  oeen  at  the  time  of  construe-  Railway  Co. 
tion,  as  well  as  for  such  as  may  exist  afterwards  and  be  dis- 
coYered  on  inyestigation."     [Parke,  K — In  that  case,  the 
coach-proprietor  is  liable  for  an  accident  which  arises  firom 
an  imperfection  in  the  vehicle,  although  he  has  employed  a 
clever  and  competent  coach-maker.} 

Pollock,  C.  B. — It  does  not  at  present  distinctly  ap* 
pear  whether  or  not  the  attention  of  the  jury  was  directed 
to  the  proposition,  that  if  a  party,  in  the  same  situation  as 
that  in  which  the  defendants  are,  employ  a  person  who 
IB  fiilly  competent  to  the  work,  and  the  best  method  is 
adopted,  and  the  best  materials  are  used,  such  party  is  not 
liable  for  the  accident.  If  the  jury  have  been  directed  in 
conformity  with  this  rule,  there  is  no  ground  for  the  pre- 
sent application.  It  cannot  be  contended  that  the  defend- 
ants are  not  responsible  for  the  accident,  merely  on  the 
ground  that  they  have  employed  a  competent  person  to 
construct  the  bridge.      Upon  this  point  we  will  consult 

oar  learned  Brother. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Pollock^  C.  B.,  now  said,  that  they  had  consulted  the 
learned  judge,  who  reported  to  them  that  he  had  directed 
the  jury  in  conformity  with^the  above  proposition,  and 
that,  therefore,  there  would  be  no  rule. 

Rule  refused^ 
(a)  9  BiDg.  459. 


VOL.  n.  8  EXCH. 
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jlf^  12.  Salkeld,  Clerk,  v,  Johnson. 

The  enjoyment    X  HE  following  case  was  sent,  by  order  of  the  Lord 

dudStitheablc  Chancellor,  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court. 

matters,  with-        The  plaintiff  was,  in  the  month  of  January,  1833,  collated 

out  payment  of  ,       ,  ,  ,  , 

tithe,  for  the  and  instituted  to,  and  inducted  into,  the  yicarage  of  the  pa- 
sadbed^by'the  ™^  ^^^  parish  church  of  Crosbj-upon-Eden,  in  the  county 
^  ^/2k^^j^'    of  Cumberland ;  and  in  the  month  of  December,  1835,  filed 

c.  100,  if  ad-  ^        ^  '     ^  '  '    ^ 

▼erse  and  as  of  his  bill  of  Complaint,  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  against 
▼aiid'and  inde-  the  defendants  (occupiers  of  land  within  the  sidd  parish), 
tiOT  fro^an?"  ch^hning,  as  vicar  of  the  parish,  to  be  entitled  to  all  the 
discharge  of      tithes  arising  and  renewing  within  the  parish,  except  the 

uUlC8« 

Bat  the  non-  tithes  of  com  and  grain,  and  demanding  an  account  and 
tithM^f  a  par-  payment  by  the  defendants  respectively  of  the  single  value 
ra^^^Ir  ^^  *^®  tithes  of  turnips,  potatoes,  cabbages,  tares,  grass, 
respect  of  lands  clover,  rye- grass,  saintfoin,  and  other  artificial  grasses  not 
of  other  tithea-  made  into  hay,  but  used  as  and  for  green  fodder,  or  carried 
have  ]^°paid  ^^  ^^®  ^^  ^  ^  green  state,  and  other  green  crops  had  and 
r*tow  ^^  od*  **^®^  ^7  ^^®  defendwits  respectively,  upon  and  from  off 
does  not  ope-  their  respective  lands  in  the  said  parish,  since  the  plain- 
emption  from  tiff's  ooUation  and  induction ;  and  of  the  tithes  of  the  agist- 
£e  tithS'^f  ""^  ^^^^  ^^  barren  and  unprofitable  cattle,  fed  and  agisted  by 
,  that  particular   the  defisndants  respectively,  on  their  said  respective  lands, 

during  the  same  period,  and  which  tithes  were  alleged 
by  the  bill  to  have  been  subtracted  by  the  defendants 
respectivdy. 

The  defendants,  by  their  answers,  denied  that  the  plain- 
tiff, as  vicar  of  the  said  parish  of  Crosby-upon-Eden,  was 
entitled  to  the  said  tithes  demanded  by  his  said  bill. 

The  defendants  alleged,  that  the  lands  in  the  parish  in 
their  respective  occupation  had  respectively  been  enjoyed 
without  payment  or  render  of  any  tithes  of  the  titheable 
matters  and  things,  the  tithes  whereof  were  demanded  by 
the  bill,  or  any  of  them,  or  money  or  other  matters  in  lieu 
thereof,  or  any  of  them,  to  the  vicar  of  the  parish,  for  and 
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dining  the  whole  time  that  two  persons  in  succession  had        1848. 
held  the  vicarage,  and  for  not  less  than  three  years  after       salkeld 

the  institution  of  a  third  person  thereto,  and  durin^c  such      ,    ^' 

^  .  ^  Johnson. 

nomber  of  years  as  were  sufficient  to  make  up  the  full 
period  of  sixty  years,  and  also  the  further  period  of  three 
years  after  the  institution  of  a  third  person  to  the  said 
vicarage. 

The  defendants  Airther  alleged  by  their  answers,  that, 
in  case  the  plaintiff  ever  had  any  right  to  the  said  tithes, 
such  right  had  been  barred  in  respect  of  all  the  said  several 
titheable  matters  and  things,  the  tithes  whereof  were  de- 
manded by  the  plaintiff,  by  virtue  of  the  act  made  and 
passed  in  the  second  and  third  years  of  his  late  Majesty 
King  William  the  Fourth,  intituled  "  An  Act  for  short- 
ening the  Time  required  in  Claims  of  Modus  Decimandi, 
or  Exemption  from  or  Discharge  of  Tithes;''  and  that 
the  same  had  been  so  barred  in  respect  of  all  the  lands  in 
the  occupation  of  the  defendants  respectively. 

The  defendants  did  not  by  their  answers  allege  any 
ground  of  exemption  from,  or  discharge  of,  tithes  of  the 
titheable  matters  and  things,  tiie  tithes  whereof  were  de- 
manded by  the  plaintiff's  bill,  for  the  lands  in  their  respect- 
ive occupation,  otherwise  than  by  the  enjoyment  of  such 
lands  without  payment  of  such  tithes  or  money,  or  other 
matter  in  lieu  thereof,  for  the  above-mentioned  period,  and 
by  the  operation  of  the  above-mentioned  act  of  Parliament. 
The  plaintiff  did  not  on  his  part  allege  or  set  forth  any  pro- 
viso, exception,  incapacity,  disability,  contract,  agreement, 
deed,  or  writing,  in  tiie  act  mentioned,  or  any  other  matter 
of  fact  or  of  law,  not  inconsistent  with  the  simple  fact  of 
the  exercise  and  enjoyment  of  the  exemption  claimed  by 
the  defendants  of  their  respective  lands  from,  or  discharge 
of  such  lands  of  the  tithes  of  the  said  titheable  matters 
and  things,  the  tithes  whereof  were  demanded  by  the  plain- 
tiff's bill^  upon  which  he  intended  to  rely. 

The  defendants,  by  their  evidence  in  the  cause,  proved 
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1848.  that  the  lands  in  their  respective  occupation  bad  been  en- 
joyed hj  themselves  and  the  former  occupiers  thereof,  with- 
out payment  or  render  of  tithes  of  the  titheable  matters  and 
things,  the  tithes  whereof  were  demanded  by  the  biU,  or 
money  or  other  matter  in  lieu  thereof,  to  the  vicars  of  the 
said  parish,  for  and  during  the  whole  time  that  the  Keve- 
rend  William  Gibson,  who  became  vicar  of  the  said  parish 
in  the  year  1730,  and  the  Reverend  Henry  Shaw,  who  suc^ 
ceeded  the  said  William  Gibson  in  the  vicarage  in  the  year 
1758,  held  the  said  vicarage,  and  for  and  during  the  period 
of  three  years  after  the  collation,  institution,  and  induction 
of  the  Reverend  Thomas  Lowry,  who  succeeded  the  said 
Henry  Shaw  in  the  year  1791,  to  and  into  the  said  vicar^ 
age;  and  inrther,  for  and  during  the  whole  of  the  remainder 
of  the  time  that  the  said  Thomas  Lowry,  who  was  vicar  of 
the  said  vicarage  when  the  said  act  of  Parliament  was  passed, 
held  the  said  vicarage,  and  down  to  the  time  when  the  plain* 
tiff,  who  succeeded  the  said  Thomas  Lowry  in  the  said 
vicarage,  filed  his  said  bill  of  complaint  against  the  said 
defendants. 

The  plaintiff  went  into  no  evidence  touching  the  exemp- 
tion from,  or  discharge  of,  the  defendants'  respective  lands 
from  the  payment  of  the  tithes  demanded  by  his  bill. 

The  cause,  having  been  transferred  from  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  to  the  Court  of  Chancery,  came  on  to  be  heard 
before  the  Bight  Honourable  Vice-Chancellor  Sir  James 
Wigram^  on.lihe  6th  and  10th  days  of  November,  1841,  and 
stood  for  judgment  on  the  8th  day  of  February,  1842,  when 
his  Honour  made  his  decree  in  &vour  of  the  plaintifl^  for 
an  account  and  payment  by  the  defendants  of  the  tithes 
demanded  by  the  plaintiff's  bilL 

Against  this  decree  the  defendants  presented  their  peti- 
tion of  appeal  to  the  Right  Honourable  the  Lord  Chancel- 
lor, which  appeal  came  on  to  be  heard  before  his  Lordship 
on  the  17th  and  18th  days  of  November,  1843 ;  and,  on  the 
21st  day  of  the  same  month,  his  Lordship  was  pleased  to 
order  this  case  to  be  stated  for  the  opinion  of  her  Majesty's 
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Justices  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  relative  to  the        1848. 
oonstraction  of  the  above  act  of  the  2  &  3  WilL  4.  Saluld 

Her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  said  Court  of  Common  *• 

Pleas  having  sent  their  certificate  to  the  Right  Honour- 
able the  Lord  ChanceDor^  the  said  cause  came  on  to  be 
again  heard  before  his  Lordship  on  the  19th  day  of  No- 
vember, 1846,  when  his  Lordship  was  pleased  to  order 
this  case  to  be  stated  for  the  opinion  of  her  Majesty's  Court 
of  Exchequer. 

The  plaintiff  and  his  predecessors,  vicars  of  the  sidd  parish 
of  Crosby-upon-Eden,  have  always  received  the  tithes  in 
kind,  or  moduses  or  compositions  for  the  tithe  of  hay,  (with 
certain  exceptions),  and  of  milk,  calves,  wool,  lambs,  foals, 
1>6^  P%S9  geese,  and  ^gs  and  line.  Tithes  of  gardens, 
ordiards,  and  hemp  have  not  been  paid  in  the  parish. 

It  is  to  be  assumed,  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitied  to  the  tithes 
of  the  titheable  matters  and  things,  the  tithes  whereof  are 
demanded  by  his  bill  from  the  defendants'  respective  lands, 
unless,  under  the  circumstances  mentioned  in  this  case, 
such  lands  are  exempt  from,  or  discharged  of,  such  tithes. 

[It  is  also  to  be  assumed,  for  the  purposes  of  this  case, 
that,  as  to  some  parts  of  the  lands  in  question,  no  tithe 
of  any  kind,  nor  any  money  or  other  matter  in  Ueu  there- 
of, have  or  has  been  paid  or  rendered  during  the  period 
above  mentioned,  (that  is  to  say,  during  the  period  when  the 
Bev.  W.  Gibson,  the  Rev.  Henry  Shaw,  the  Bev.  nomas 
Lowry,  and  the  plaintiff  were  so  as  aforesaid  vicars  of  the 
said  parish),  although  during  such  period  not  only  the  tithe- 
able  matters  and  things,  the  tithes  whereof  are  demanded 
by  the  plaintiff's  bill,  but  other  titheable  matters  and 
things,  grew  and  arose  from  time  to  time  and  at  various 
times  upon  such  parts  of  the  said  lands. 

[It  is  also  to  be  assumed,  for  the  purposes  of  this  case, 
that,  as  to  other  parts  of  the  lands  in  question,  no  tithes  of 
the  titheable  matters  and  things,  the  tithes  whereof  are  de- 
manded by  the  plaintiff's  bill,  nor  any  money  or  other  m&tr 
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ter  in  lieu  thereof^  have  or  has  been  paid  or  rendered  during 
the  said  periods  above  mentioned^  although  at  various  times 
during  such  periods  the  titheable  matters  and  things^  the 
tithes  whereof  are  demanded  by  the  plaintiff's  bill,  grew 
and  arose  upon  such  last-mentioned  lands,  and  although  at 
various  other  times  during  the  same  periods  other  titheable 
matters  and  things  (including  com,  grain,  and  hay)  grew 
and  arose  upon  the  last-mentioned  lands,  and  the  tithes  of 
all  the  last-mentioned  matters  and  things  have  from  time 
to  time  been  paid  and  rendered  (a).] 

And  it  is  ordered  that  the  question  for  the  opinion  of 
the  judges  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  upon  this  case  be, 
whether,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  act  of 
the  2  &  3  Wm.  4,  c.  100,  intituled  "  An  Act  for  short- 
ening the  Time  required  in  Claims  of  Modus  Decimandi, 
or  Exemption  from  or  Discharge  of  Tithes,"  a  valid  and 
indefeasible  prescription  or  claim  of  exemption  from  or 
discharge  of  tithes  of  turnips,  potatoes,  cabbages,  tares^ 
grass,  clover,  rye-grass,  saintfoin,  and  other  artificial  grasses 
not  made  into  hay,  but  used  as  and  for  green  fodder  or 
carried  off  the  land  in  a  green  state,  and  other  green  crops, 
and  of  the  agistment  of  barren  and  unprofitable  cattle, 
or  any  of  such  tithes,  can  be  sustained,  under  the  circum- 
stances hereinbefore  mentioned,  for  the  said  lands  in  the 
said  parish  of  Crosby-upon-Eden,  in  the  occupation  of  the 
defendants  respectively,  or  any  part  of  such  lands. 

The  case  was  argued  in  Hilary  Term,  (Jan.  2 1  and  26),  by 

Manisty,  for  the  plaintiff. — The  case  as  amended  raises 
two  points :  first,  whether,  imder  the  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c  100(b), 


(a)  At  the  raggestion  of  the 
Court,  the  case  was  amended  by 
the  insertion  of  the  paragraphs 
within  brackets. 

(b)  Sect.  1,  after  reciting  that 
'^the  expense  and  inconvenience 
of  suits  instituted  for  the  reco- 
very of  tithes  may  and  ought  to 


be  prevented,  by  shortening  the 
time  required  for  the  valid  esta- 
blishment of  claims  of  a  modus 
decimandi,  or  exemption  from  or 
discharge  of  tithes/'  enacts,  **  that 
all  prescriptions  and  claims  of  or 
for  any  modus  decimandi,  or  of 
or  to  any  exemption  from,  or  dis- 
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certain  lands  are  totally  exempt  from  tithes,  simply  be- 
ciose  no  tithes  whatsoever  have  been  paid  in  respect  of  them 


ehaige  of,  Uthes,  by  composition 
real  or  otherwise,  shall,  in  cases 
where  the  render  of  tithes  in 
kind  shall  be  hereafter  demanded 
by  our  said  Lord  the  King,  his 
heirs  or  saccessors,  or  by  any 
Duke  of  Cornwall,  or  by  any  lay 
person,  not  being  a  corporation 
sole,  or  by  any  bodj  corporate 
of  many,  whether  temporal  or 
^iiitnal,  be  sustained  and  be 
deemed  good  and  valid  in  law, 
upon  evidence  showing,  in  cases 
of  d^m  of  a  modns  decimandi, 
the  payment  or  render  of  such 
modus,  and  in  cases  of  claim  to 
exemption  or  discharge,  showing 
the  enjoyment  of  the  lands  with- 
out payment  or  render  of  tithes, 
money  or  other  matter  in  lieu 
thereof,  for  the  full  period  of 
thirty  years  next  before  the  time 
of  such  demand,  unless,  in  the 
case  of  claim  of  a  modus  de- 
dmandi,  the  actual  payment  or 
render  of  tithes  in  kind,  or  of 
money  or  other  thing  differing 
in  amount,  quality,  or  quantity 
from  the  modus  claimed,  or  in 
case  of  claim  to  exemption  or 
discharge,  the  render  or  payment 
of  tithes,  or  of  money  or  other 
matter  in  lieu  thereof,  shall  be 
shewn  to  have  taken  place  at 
some  time  prior  to  such  thirty 
years,  or  it  shall  be  proved  that 
such  payment  or  render  of  modus 
was  made,  or  enjoyment  had,  by 
some  consent  or  agreement  ex- 
pressly made  or  given  for  that 
purpose  by  deed  or  writing ;  and 
if  such  proof  in  support  of  the 


claim  shall  be  extended  to  the 
fiill  period  of  sixty  years  next 
before  the  time  of  such  demand, 
in  such  cases  the  claim  shall  be 
deemed  absolute  and  indefeasi-* 
ble,  unless  it  shall  be  proved  that 
such  payment  or  render  of  modus 
was  made,  or  enjoyment  had,  by 
some  consent  or  agreement  ex- 
pressly made  or  given  for  that 
purpose  by  deed  or  writing ;  and 
where  the  render  of  tithes  in 
kind  shall  be  demanded  by  any 
archbishop,  bishop,  dean,  pre- 
bendary, parson,  vicar,  master 
of  hospital,  or  other  corporation 
sole,  whether  spiritual  or  tem- 
poral, then  every  such  prescrip- 
tion or  claim  shall  be  valid  and 
indefeanble,  upon  evidence  show- 
ing such  payment  or  render  of 
modus  made  or  enjoyment  had, 
as  is  hereinbefore  mentioned, 
applicable  to  the  nature  of  the 
claim,  for  and  during  the  whole 
time  that  two  persons  in  succes- 
sion shall  have  held  the  office  or 
benefice  in  respect  whereof  such 
render  of  tithes  in  kind  shall  be 
claimed,  and  for  not  less  than 
three  years  after  the  appoint- 
ment and  institution  or  induc- 
tion of  a  third  person  thereto : 
provided  always,  that,  if  the 
whole  time  of  the  holding  of 
such  two  persons  shall  be  less 
than  sixty  years,  then  it  shall  be 
necessary  to  show  such  payment 
or  render  of  modus  made  or  en- 
joyment had,  (as  the  case  may 
be),  not  only  during  the  whole 
of  such  time,  but  also  during 
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during  the  whole  of  the  prescribed  period ;  secondly^  whe- 
ther, if  some  tithes  have  been  paid  and  others  not,  there 
is  an  exemption  from  the  latter.  In  order  to  oome  to  a 
correct  conclusion  as  to  the  first  pointy  it  is  important  to 
keep  in  view  the  law  prior  to  the  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c  100. 
Before  that  statute  passed,  there  were  several  classes  of 
exemptions:  first,  an  absolute  and  total  exemption  by 
composition  real,  confirmed  by  the  stat.  32  Hen.  8^  c  7 ; 
secondly,  where  lands  were  exempt  by  modus  decimandi; 
thirdly,  an  exemption  ratione  ordinis ;  fourthly^  where  the 
Crown  or  spiritual  persons  prescribed  in  non  decimando ; 


such  farther  number  of  years, 
either  before  or  after  such  time, 
or  partly  before  and  partly  after, 
as  shall  with  such  time  be  suffi- 
cient to  make  up  the  fall  period 
of  sixty  years,  and  also  for  and 
daring  the  farther  period  of 
three  years  after  the  appoint- 
ment and  institution  or  induc- 
tion of  a  third  person  to  the 
same  office  or  benefice,  unless  it 
shall  be  proved  that  such  pay- 
ment or  render  of  modas  was 
made,  or  enjoyment  had,  by  some 
consent  or  agreement  expressly 
made  or  given  for  that  purpose 
by  deed  or  writing/' 

Sect.  2  enacts,  '^that  every 
composition  for  tithes  which 
hath  been  made  or  confirmed 
by  the  decree  of  any  court  of 
equity  in  EngUmd,  in  a  suit  to 
which  the  ordinary,  patron,  and 
incumbent  were  parties,  and 
which  hath  not  since  been  set 
aade,  abandoned,  or  departed 
from,  shall  be,  and  the  same  is 
hereby  confirmed  and  made  valid 
in  law  ;  and  that  no  modus,  ex- 
emption, or  discharge  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  within  the  provi- 


sions of  this  act,  unless  such 
modus^  exemption,  or  discharge 
shall  be  proved  to  have  existed 
and  been  acted  upon  at  the  time 
o^or  within  one  year  next  before, 
the  passing  of  this  act.'' 

Sect.  7  enacts,  that,   *'iu  all 
actions   and  suits    to  be  com- 
menced after  this  act  shall  take 
effect,  it  shall  be  sufficient  to 
allege  that  the  modus  or  exemp- 
tion or  discharge  claimed  was 
actually  exercised  and  enjoyed 
for  such   of  the  periods  men- 
tioned in  this  act  as  may  be  ap- 
plicable to  the  case ;  and  if  the 
other  party  shall  intend  to  rely 
on  any  proviso,   exception,  in- 
capacity,   disability,     contract, 
agreement,    deed,     or    writing 
herein  mentioned,  or  any  other 
matter  of  fact  or  of   law  not 
inconsistent  with  the  simple  fact 
of  the  exercise  and  enjoyment  of 
the  matter    claimed,  the  same 
shall  be  specially  alleged  and  set 
forth  in  answer  to  the  allegation 
of  the  party  claiming,  and  shall 
not  be  received  in  evidence  on 
any  general  traverse  or  denial  of 
the  matter  claimed." 
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fiftUj^  cases  of  siiiiple  non-payment,  as  in  the  instance  of        1848. 
banen  lands.     A  layman  could  never  prescribe  in  non      salkeld 
dedmando,  for  mere  non-payment  for  any  period  did  not  «• 

per  se  constitute  an  exemption.  In  exemption  ratione 
ordinis  time  was  utterly  immaterial ;  but  such  exemption 
tends  to  illustrate  what  the  legislature  was  dealing  with. 
If  it  could  be  shewn  that  lands  belonged  to  a  privileged 
order  before  the  Council  of  Lateran,  payment  or  non- 
payment was  not  the  question.  That  was  expressly  de- 
cided in  the  case  of  The  Earl  of  Clanrickard  v.  Lady 
Denton  {a\  where  Dodderidge^  J.,  says,  **  If  this  land  were 
discharged  of  tithes  in  the  hands  of  the  prior,  and  the 
priory  were  vested  in  the  king  by  the  statute  of  31  Hen.  8, 
80  that  such  discharge  as  was  in  the  priory  ought  by  the 
law  to  remain,  though  tithes  have  been  paid  ever  since 
the  making  of  the  statute,  and  they  therefore  pray  sentence 
for  the  parson,  yet  a  prohibition  shall  be  granted  after  sen- 
tence ;  for  by  law  this  land  was  discharged  of  tithes,  and 
this  constant  payment  ever  since  the  statute  (admitting  it 
to  be  so)  does  not  make  it  chargeable  by  the  laws  of  the 
realm ;  and  therefore,  if  their  sentence  be  contrary  to  the 
law  of  the  realm,  a  prohibition  ought  to  be  granted."  Then 
as  to  the  statute  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c  100.  The  true  mode  of 
construing  statutes  is  well  explained  by  Sir  John  Nicholl^ 
in  Brett  v.  Brett  (b)^  where  the  question  was,  whether  a 
legacy  to  a  subscribing  witness  to  a  mere  will  or  codicil  of 
personalty  was  void  by  the  25  Geo.  2,  c  6 ;  and  the  Court 
held,  that  though  the  statute  extended  in  terms  to  all  wills 
and  codicils  whatsoever,  yet  it  was  limited  in  point  of  true 
construction  to  wills  and  codicils  of  real  estate  only.  Sir 
John  NichoUy  in  delivering  judgment,  says,  **  The  key  to  the 
opening  of  every  law  is  the  reason  and  spirit  of  the  law — 
it  is  the  'animus  imponentis' — the  intention  of  the  law- 
maker  expressed   in  the  law  itself  taken  as   a  whole. 

(a)  1  E.  &  Y.  doe,  908.  (6)  3  Addams,  210. 
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1848.  Hence,  to  arrive  at  the  true  meaning  of  any  particular 
Saluld  phrase  in  a  statute,  that  particular  phrase  is  not  to  be 
,    V.  viewed  detached  from  its  context  in  the  statute :  it  is  to  be 

Johnson.         .         ,  .  .  .  i    .  i    i  .       , 

Viewed  m  connexion  with  its  whole  context — ^meaning  by 
this  as  well  the  title  and  preamble  as  the  purview  or 
enacting  part  of  the  statute.  It  is  to  the  preamble  more 
especially  that  we  are  to  look  for  the  reason  or  spirit  of 
every  statute ;  rehearsing  this  as  it  ordinarily  does,  the  evils 
sought  to  be  remedied,  or  the  doubts  purported  to  be  re- 
moved by  the  statute,  and  so  evidencing  in  the  best  and 
most  satisfactoiy  manner  the  object  or  intention  of  the 
legislature  in  making  and  passing  the  statute  itself."  The 
same  mode  of  construction  was  adopted  in  the  case  of 
Emanuel  v.  Constable  (a),  (where  it  appears  by  a  note  that 
the  judgment  in  Brett  v.  Brett  was  affirmed  by  the  Dele- 
gates), and  also  in  Foster  v.  Banbury  (i),  and  Stowel  v. 
Lord  Zouch  (c).  In  Crespigny  v.  fVittenoom  (<2),  BuUeTf  J., 
says,  ^^I  agree  that  the  preamble  cannot  controul  the 
enacting  part  of  a  statute,  which  is  expressed  in  clear  and 
unambiguous  terms.  But  if  any  doubt  arises  on  the  words 
of  the  enacting  part,  the  preamble  may  be  resorted  to  to 
explain  it."  Bearing  in  mind  that,  before  the  statute 
2  &  3  WilL  4,  c.  100,  the  words  "exemption"  and  "dis- 
charge," when  used  with  reference  to  tithes,  had  a  dear 
and  definite  meaning,  the  statute  is  intituled  "An  Act 
for  shorteninff  the  time  required  in  Claims  of  Modus  Deci- 
mandi,  or  Exemption  from  or  Discharge  of  Tithes;"  and 
the  preamble  is, "  Whereas  the  expense  and  inconvenience  of 
suits  instituted  for  the  recovery  of  tithes  may  and  ought  to 
be  prevented,  by  shortening  the  time  required  for  the  valid 
establishment  of  claims  of  modus  decimandi,  or  exemp- 
tion from  or  discharge  of  tithes."  Then  the  enacting  part 
of  the  clause  deals  with  two  classes  of  cases :  first,  lands 


(a)  3  Ruas.  436.  (c)  Plow.  369. 

lb)  3  Sim.  40.  \d)  4  T.  R.  790. 
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subject  to  a  modus,  or  exemption  or  dischaige  from  tithes,  1848. 
by  composition  real  or  otherwise;  secondly,  lands  only  salkeld 
exempt  £rom  payment  of  tithes  in  kind,  or  anything  in  lieu  .  ^' 
thereof.  The  words  all  claims  "  of  or  to  any  exemption," 
must  be  read  as  claims  ^^of  or  to  same  exemption,"  that  is, 
something  must  be  stated  as  a  lawful  ground  of  exemption. 
The  words  **  or  otherwise  "  have  reference  to  the  words 
''composition  real."  In  the  case  of  a  demand  of  tithes  in 
kind  by  a  corporation  sole,  enjoyment  of  the  land  for  the  full 
period  of  sixty  years,  without  payment  of  tithes,  money  or 
other  matter  in  lieu  thereof,  renders  the  exemption  or  dis- 
charge indefeasible,  unless  the  payment  was  made  or  the 
enjoyment  had  by  consent  or  agreement  made  or  given  by 
deed  or  in  writing.  The  statute  has  only  shortened  the  time 
during  which  it  is  necessary  to  prove  that  the  exemption  has 
been  enjoyed :  in  other  respects,  the  law  remains  as  before. 
A  daim  to  exemption  ''  by  composition  real  or  otherwise" 
cannot  include  the  case  of  a  mere  non-payment.  In  Com. 
Dig.  "  Parliament,"  (R.  14),  it  is  said,  ''  But  if  a  statute 
begins  with  inferior  persons,  the  general  words  do'  not 
extend  to  superior  persons:  as  the  statute  W.  2.  41,  si 
abbates,  priores,  custodes  hospitalium  et  aliarum  domorum 
religiosarum,  does  not  extend  to  a  bishop."  Agsun,  (B.  26), 
"Words  which  begin  with  inferior  persons  do  not  include 
superior."  The  law  is  stated  in  similar  terms  in  7%^ 
Archbishop  of  Canterbury's  case  (a).  If  the  legislature  had 
mtended  that  mere  non-payment  should  be  a  ground  of 
exemption,  they  would  have  said  so.  In  Knight  v.  The 
Marquis  of  Waterfordih)^  the  Court  said,  that  they  saw  no 
reason  to  believe  that  the  framer  of  the  statute  used  the 
word  '*  modus"  in  any  other  than  its  proper  sense.  Then 
why  is  a  different  meaning  to  be  put  on  the  words  '*  ex- 
emption" and  "discharge?"  The  Court  will  not  extend 
the  words  of  a  statute  so  as  to  create  an  exemption 

(if)  2  Rep.  46 ;  1  E.  &  Y.  113.  {h)  16  M.  &  W.  419. 


266  EXCHEQUER  REFORT8. 

1848.        unknown  to  the  law :  BaiUffs  of  CMtmanehester  v.  PhU- 

Salkslo      ^P*  ^^^  "  Exemption  "  and  "  discharge  "  must  be  taken  to 

V.  mean  a  'M^al  exemption  and  discharge."     For  some  time 

after  the  passmg  of  the  31  Hen.  8^  c  13^  it  was  a  ques- 


tion whether  unity  of  possession  at  the  time  of  the 
solution  of  the  monasteiy  did  not  of  itself  constitute  a 
ground  of  discharge ;  but  it  was  ultdmatelj  decided  to  be 
only  a  suspension  of  payment,  so  long  as  the  unity  held: 
Gibson's  Codex,  673 ;  Doubitofte  v.  Curteene  (b).     In  the 
report  of  the  latter  case,  in  1  Eagle  and  Younge,  it  is  stated 
that  the  judges  "resolved  that  unity  of  possession  of  the 
lands  and  rectory  is  not  any  extinguishment  or  suspension 
omnino  of  tithes,  tithes  being  a  mere  collateral  duty  to  the 
land,  and  not  any  way  appertaining  to  it,  as  appears  from 
30  Hen.  8 ;  Dy.  42  Edw.  3. 13,  and  32  Hen.  8,  &  7."    The 
same  law  is  laid  down  in  Priddk  and  Nappef^s  ccue  (c), 
^€tde  V.  Drake  (d),  ClavSl  v.  Oram  {e).    Mere  unfty  of  pos- 
session, therefore,  did  not  operate  as  a  discharge  from  tithes : 
Anonymmu  case  (/) ,  Frowsts  case  (jj).  In  Co.  Litt.  s.  728,  it 
is  said,  "  The  words  of  an  act  of  Parliament  must  be  taken  in 
a  lawful  and  rightful  sense,  as  here  the  words  being  (whereof 
no  fine  is  levied  in  the  Eling's  Court),  are  to  be  under- 
stood, whereof  no  fine  is  lawfully  or  rightfully  levied  in 
the  King's  Court."    The  same  doctrine  was  acted  upon 
in  the  construction  of  the  Statute  for  payment  of  Tithes, 
2  Ed.  6,  c  13,  where  the  sense  of  the  words  "  or  of  ri^t 
or  custom,'*  is,  ^'or  by  rightful  custom:"  2  Inst.  650. 
So,  here,  a  *' composition  real  or  otherwise,"  means  other- 
wise by  some  lawful  means.     The  landowner  must,  there- 
fore, bring  his  claim  within  the  law  in  this  respect,  in 
the  same  manner  as  he  was  obliged  to  do  before  the  sta- 
tute.    The  statute  limits  the  time  required  for  enjoyment, 

(a)  a  B.  &  Ad.  198.  {d)  Hob.  29fi ;  1  £.  &  Y.  314. 

(h)  Cro.  Jac.  452;  1  E.  &  Y.  (e)  3  £.  &  Y.  1369. 

262.  (/)  1  E.  &  Y.  66 ;  Godb.  1. 

(c)  11  Rep.  8  a ;  1 E.  &  Y.205.  (g)  Godb.  96. 
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but  the  origin  of  the  exemption  must  still  be  defined.        1848. 
The  mere  enjoyment  of  the  clfdm  for  the  period  pre-      salkeld 
scribed  by  the  act  is  not  sufiScient.      The  2nd  section      ,    ^' 

^  ...  .  JOHKSOH. 

may  present  some  difficulty  in  its  constructiony  but  that 
section  is  not  in  the  least  degree  opposed  to  the  plain- 
tiff's argument.  The  7th  section  enacts,  that  it  shall  be 
suffident  to  allege  that  the  modus,  or  exemption  or  dis- 
charge, was  actually  exercised.  How  could  that  section 
be  carried  out,  if  mere  non-payment  were  an  exemption? 
If  a  daim  to  exemption  is  to  be  alleged,  it  must  be  ne- 
cessary to  establish  it  by  proof.  The  daim  must  be  ca- 
pable of  being  pleaded  and  traversed.  In  Earl  of  Stam- 
ford V.  Dunbar  (a)  it  was  hdd  that,  where  a  party  pleads 
a  daim  of  a  modus  dedmandi,  he  may  prove  it  by  the 
same  evidence  as  would  have  been  sufficient  before  the 
present  statute.  The  statute  does  not  give  any  new  daim. 
[He  referred  also  to  Corporation  of  Bury  St.  Edmunds 
T.  Ewmt(Jti)y  and  to  SaJkeld  v.  Johnson  (c),  and  FeUowes  v. 
Ckof  (cQ.]  Taking,  then,  the  different  sections  of  the  act  in 
connexion  with  the  enacting  dause  now  under  discussion, 
it  is  clear  that  mere  non-payment  cannot  create  an  exemp- 
tion. A  fair  test  in  construing  this  statute  is  to  consider 
the  case  of  others  in  pari  materil^  and  especially  that  of 
2  &  3  WilL  4,  c.  71,  the  object  of  which  was  to  shorten  the 
time  over  which  proof  of  right  to  land  should  extend ;  and 
the  language  there  used  shows  how  the  present  statute 
would  have  been  worded,  had  such  been  tiie  intention  of  the 
legislature.     [He  also  referred  to  6  &  7  WilL  4,  c.  71.] 

In  the  second  place,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the 
last  question  proposed  must  be  answered  in  the  negative. 
The  terms  of  the  act  are  not  in  any  way  applicable  to 
such  an  exemption  as  is  sought  to  be  established :  Bayley 
V.  Drever(e).    In  that  case,  tiie  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 

(a)  13  M.  &  W.  822.  (c)  2  C.  B,  749. 

{h)  2  E.  &  Y.  72.  (d)  4  Q.  B.  313. 

(e)  1  Ad.  &  E.  449. 
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1849.        intimated^  that  the  perception  of  the  com  tithe  waE  at  all 

Salxkld      ®v6nt8  good  prim&  facie  evidence  of  a  title  to  the  tithe 

^'  generally :    see  Dovbitofte  v.  Curteene  (a).      [He  also  re- 

ferred  to  Re  Appledore   Commutation  {b)^  Z^eyson  v.  jFar^ 

sans  (c),  Layng  v.  Yarborough  (cf).] 

Malms^QOiitA. — Thefirstquestionis,  whether  themerenon- 
payment  of  tithes  for  the  period  prescribed  by  the  act  under 
consideration  is  an  exemption  from  the  payment  of  all  tithes; 
tiie  second  question  is,  whether  the  non-render  of  a  particu- 
lar kind  of  tithes,  others  having  been  paid  during  the  period, 
is  an  exemption  from  the  latter.     It  will  not  be  irrelevant  to 
the  questions  in  dispute,  to  consider  in  the  first  place  what 
the  mischiefs  were  for  which  the  legislature  sought  to  pro- 
vide a  remedy.     It  has  ever  been  the  policy  of  the  law  of 
England  to  make  the  continued  enjoyment  of  property 
conclusive  evidence  of  the  right ;  and  the  time  required  to 
establish  such  enjoyment  has  gradually  been  limited.    By 
the  writ  of  right,  it  was  at  first  sixty  years ;  that  period 
has  since  been  further  reduced  to  twenty  years.     Tithes, 
however,  formed  an  exception  to  this  doctrine  of  limita- 
tion, and  this  was  found  to  be  the  cause  of  excessive  litiga- 
tion.    It  was  reasonable  that  so  salutary  a  rule  should  be 
extended  to  the  Church,   and  that  her  property  should 
be  placed  on  the  same  footing  as  that  of  the  laity  in  this 
respect     It  was  not  for  the  benefit  of  a  parish  that  a 
new  incumbent,  upon  his  arrival,  should  be  immediately 
plunged  into  litigation,  in  order  to  establish  these  claims, 
which,  though  originally  just,  had'  slept  quietiy  and  undis- 
turbed during  his  predecessors'  times.   The  rule  with  respect 
to  a  modus  and  total  exemption  may  be  admitted,  viz.  that 
in  these  two  cases  time  afibrded  no  conclusion  against  the 
rights  of  the  Church.     As  to  the  claim  of  a  modus,  time,  in 


{a)  Cro.  Jac.  454.  (c)  2  K  &  Y.  648. 

{h)  8  Q^  B.  139.  \d)  3  E.  &  Y.  864. 
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point  of  fiicty  was  the  only  evidence  of  right;  and  if  there        1848. 
was  any  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  the  claimant  was  sure      ';;;^^ 
to  establish  his  right;  but  still  he  was  liable  to  be  met  by  a  «• 

,     ,     .  ^  - ,  _  -    _  .    -       Johnson. 

Single  mstance  of  payment,  which  was  of  three  centuries 
standing.  With  respect  to  a  modus,  therefore,  time  was  the 
only  evidence  required  to  support  it  The  case  of  total 
exemption,  however,  rests  upon  a  different  ground.  Mere 
non-payment  was  never  sufficient  to  establish  that  right,  but 
it  was  necessary  to  shew  its  legal  origin.  In  such  a  case, 
the  first  step  to  be  proved  was,  that  the  lands  in  question 
were  in  the  hands  of  some  great  monastery  at  the  time  of 
the  Dissolution,  and  non-payment  in  modem  times  was  all 
that  was  required  in  that  capacity ;  the  prior  exemption  and 
modem  non-payment  were  the  essentials  of  total  exemption. 
In  both  these  cases  I/ord  TenterderC$  Act  had  to  deal  with 
time;  but  it  is  said  that  it  does  not  apply  to  total  exemption, 
because  it  deals  with  time  only.  In  the  case  of  total  exemp- 
tion, it  was  necessary  to  go  back  as  far  as  the  13th  Eliza- 
beth for  the  proof,  before  which  all  compositions  must  have 
been  entered  into,  in  order  to  be  valid.  It  was,  therefore, 
aqueetion  of  time  in  each  case.  In  that  of  a  total  exemp- 
tion, the  claimant  had  to  go  back  three  centuries;  in  the 
other  case,  sixty  years.  As  time,  therefore,  was  the  diffi- 
culty with  which  the  landowner  had  to  deal,  it  was  tiie 
object  of  the  legislature  to  remove  that  obstacle.  The 
great  expense  of  a  tithe  trial,  where  the  claim  was  one  of 
total  exemption,  consisted  in  shewing  the  origin  of  it,  non- 
payment being  easily  proved.  It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Botekr^ 
when  the  present  question  was  under  discussion  before  fFi^ 
gramj  V.  C,  that  a  constraction  which  should  confine  the 
operation  of  the  act  to  cases  where  a  legal  capacity  of  exemp- 
tion was  shewn  aliundd,  would  in  a  great  measure  render  it 
nugatory  (a).  The  plaintiff  relies  upon  the  titie  and  preamble 
of  the  act,  which  are  for  shortening  the  time :  but  these 

(a)  1  Hare,  199. 
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1848.  agree  with  the  provisions  of  the  act,  and  no  inconsistency 
Salkbld  arises  between  them,  from  the  construction  which  the  de- 
,    ^*  fendants  seek  to  put  upon  it     The  act  removes  the  neces- 

sity  of  proving  a  legal  origin  in  case  of  total  exemption.    It 
makes  the  whole  matter,  in  absence  of  everything  else  but 
enjoyment,  a  mere  question  of  time.     It  is  admitted  that 
no  doubt  arises  upon  the  enacting  part  of  the  1st  section. 
If  the  qU^sstion  rested  there,  it  is  agreed  that  there  would 
be  no  room  for  any  doubt  whatever,  and  that  then  non- 
payment would  be  conclusive  evidence  of  a  claim  of  total 
exemption.    At  all  events,  it  is  prim&  facie  evidence,  and 
throws  the  burtiien  of  proof  on  the  opposite  nde.      The 
preamble  certainly  casts  a  doubt  upon  the  question,  by  the 
words  '*  by  shortening  the  time,''  which  are  there  introduced. 
It  has  been  s^d  that  there  is  no  such  thing  as  a  particular 
exemption  from  tithes ;  but  it  is  laid  down,  in  Eagle  on 
Tithes  (a),  that  ^*  a  prescription  may  be  alleged  for  a  part 
as  well  as  the  whole  of  the  tithes  of  the  land:"  TheParson 
of  Peyhirhe^s  case  (ft),  ClamU  v.  Oram  (c),  Thorpe  v.  Mat- 
tingley{(£).     Then,  with  respect  to  the  7th  section.     It  is 
only  necessary  for  the  landowner  to  allege  that  he  has  en- 
joyed such  exemption;  he  need  not  allege  or  prove  the 
grounds  of  that  exemption.     In  this  respect,  Lord  Tenter- 
derCs  other  act,  2  &  8  WilL  4,  c.  71,  may  be  referred  to  as 
being  analogous  to  the  present :  there  the  time  of  enjoy- 
ment is  the  evidence  of  the  right.     \Parhei  B. — ^Is  the 
claim  of  exemption  ratione  ordinis,  when  established  under 
this  act  by  proof  of  non-payment,  a  general  and  absolute 
exemption,  or  a  qualified  one,  so  long  as  the  lands  con- 
tinued in  the  hands  of  the  claimant?]     An  absolute  ex- 
emption, or  at  all  events  it  would  be  so  prim&  fade,  under 
the  7th  section;  the  tithe-owner  might  reply,  and  shew  how 
such  exemption  had  been  removed.    If  the  statute  has  not 
effected  this,  it  is  nugatory.    It  was  evidently  intended  for 

(a)  Vol,  2,  p.  230.  (c)  3  E.  &  Y.  1369. 

\h)  1  E.  &  Y.  ee.  (rf)  2  Y.  &  C.  421. 
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tbe  benefit  of  the  daimant  for  total  exemptioiL  The  policy  1848. 
of  the  law  is  to  establish  the  rights  of  property  and  enjoy- 
ment ;  and  the  present  question  does  not  tttm  so  much  upon 
the  narrow  construction  of  an  act  of  Parliament»  as  upon 
the  rule  of  policy  already  mentioned.  With  respect  to 
the  construction  of  a  statute,  the  case  of  Doe  d.  BywaUr 
T.  Brandling  {a)  is  an  authority  to  shew,  that  where  there 
is  no  repugnancy  between  the  preamble  and  enacting  part> 
the  defendants'  construction  of  the  act,  which  gives  to  the 
enacting  part  its  largest  remedial  operation;  should  be 
adopted.  And  this  construction  is  consistent  with  the  ge« 
neral  tone  of  modem  legislation.  It  has  been  urged  that  a 
legal,  that  is,  lawful,  origin  must  be  shewn.  But,  if  a  per- 
son remain  in  enjoyment  of  another's  land  for  a  certain 
period,  although  at  first  he  may  unlawfully  obtain  posses- 
sion, he  thereby  may  acquire  a  good  and  lawful  title. 
Why  should  not  this  rule  be  extended  to  the  case  of  ex- 
emption from  tithes?  With  regard  to  the  second  propo- 
ntion,  if  the  first  be  established  in  the  defendants'  favour, 
great  progress  will  be  made  towards  establishing  the  se- 
cond; and  it  is  submitted  that,  in  the  decision  of  this  part 
of  the  question,  a  liberal  and  broad  construction  should  be 
]Jaced  upon  the  statute,  so  as  to  extend  its  operation  and 
the  benefits  it  is  meant  to  afford. 

Maniiijff  in  reply. — Upon  the  construction  which  has 
been  contended  for  by  the  defendants,«the  Church  would  be 
deprived  of  some  of  her  rights.  If  this  statute  had  been  in- 
tended to  give  an  exemption  from  tithes  in  the  manner  pro- 
posed, the  legislature  would  have  framed  it  differently,  and 
would  no  doubt  have  inserted  a  spedfic  clause  to  effect  that 

object. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  deliyered  by 

(o)  7  B.  &  c.  eoo. 

V(M..  II.  T  SXCH. 
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1848.  Pollock,  C.  B. — ^The  case  which  has  been  fient  for  our 

opimon  from  the  Const  of  Chancery,  was  amended  in  con* 
sequence  of  some  observations  of  the  Court,  and  raisea  now 
two  questions. 

Fixst,  whether  under  the  stetute  2  &  3  ^ill.  4,  c  100,  a 
valid  and  indefeasible  prescription  or  daim  of  exemption 
firoiti,  or  discharge  of,  ikihes  can  be  sustained  for  certain 
lands,  which  have  never  paid  tithe  of  any  kind,  or  anytiiing 
in  lieu  thereof,  for  the  statutory  pmpd  of  two  incumbencies 
and  three  years  of  a  third,  making  together  not  less  than 
sixty  years;  though  during  such  period  titheable  matters 
and  things,  (the  tithes  whereof  are  demanded  by  the  bill)^ 
and  other  titheable  matters,  grew  and  arose  at  various  times. 

Secondly,  whether  a  valid  and  indefeasible  prescription 
or  daim  of  exemption  from,  or  dischaige  of,  the  tithe  of 
a  particular  titheable  matter,  can  be  sustained  under  that 
statute,  where  no  tithe  of  such  matter,  or  anything  in 
lieu  thereof,  has  been  paid  for  the  statutory  period,  although 
at  various  times  durii^  that  period  such  titheable  matters 
have  been  grown  on  particular  lands,  and  the  tithes  of  all 
other  titheable  matters  grown  on  the  said  lands  have 
been,  during  that  period,  from  time  to  time  rendered.  In 
other  words,  the  first  question  is,  whether  there  is  a  total 
exemption  of  certain  lands  bearing  titheable  matters,  sim- 
ply because  no  tithes  whatever  have  been  paid  in  respect 
of  them  for  the  prescribed  period — ^tbe  second  question, 
whether,  if  some  tithes  have  been  paid  and  others  not, 
there  is  an  exemption  for  the  latter. 

These  questions  depend  upon  the  construction  of  die  act 
of  Parliament,  which,  unfortunately,  has  been  so  penned 
as  to  give  rise  to  a  very  remarkable  difference  of  opimon 
amongst  the  judges ;  and  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  act 
has  not  been  drawn  with  the  accuracy  that  was  to  be  ex- 
pected from  the  very  eminent  judge  to  whom  the  prepara- 
tion of  it  is,  and  we  believe  correctly,  attributed.  After 
that  great  difference  of  opinion,  it  is  impossible  not  to  feel 
a  doubt  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  condusion  to  which  we 
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bt?e  OQune :  that  ooncliuioii  is,  that  the  first  of  these  qnesH        1848. 
tions  is  to  be  answered  in  the  affirmative,  bat  with  a  qnali- 
fication,  viz.  that  the  enjoyment  has  been  as  of  right;  the  latter 
abi^y  in  the  n^ative. 

We  propose  to  constrae  the  act  of  Parliament^  according 
to  the  legal  roles  for  the  interpretation  of  statutes,  princi- 
pally by  ihe  words  of  the  statute  itself^  which  we  are  to 
read  in  their  ordinary  sense,  and  only  modify  or  alter  so 
&r  as  it  may  be  necessary  to  avoid  some  manifest  absurdily 
or  incongruity,  but  no  further.  It  is  proper  also  to  con- 
aider  the  state  of  the  law  which  it  proposes  or  purports 
to  alter,  the  mischieft  which  existed,  and  which  it  was  in- 
tended to  remedy,  and  the  nature  of  theremedy  provided, 
and  to  look  at  the  statutes  in  pari  materia  as  a  means  of 
explaining  this  statute.  These  are  the  proper  modes  of  as- 
certaining the  intention  of  the  l^islature ;  and  we  shall  not, 
therefore,  refer  to  the  Report  of  the  Beal  Property  Com- 
missioners, published  shortly  before  the  passing  of  this 
act,  and  to  which  it  is  supposed  to  have  owed  its  origin,  in 
order  to  explain  its  meaning;  not  oonceiving  that  we  can 
legitimately  do  so,  however  strongly  we  may  believe  that  it 
was  introduced  in  order  to  carry  into  eiFect  their  recom- 
mendation to  establish  a  new  statute  of  limitations  for  tithes. 

Before  we  proceed  to  examine  the  words  of  the  statute 
itself,  it  will  be  convenient  to  consider  the  state  of  the 
law  at  the  time,  which  the  act  was  intended  to  alter. 
The  law  of  tithes  was  anomalous.  In  the  first  place,  the 
legislature  had  pirotected  the  property  of  the  Church  by 
rendering  it  inalienabla  That  which  other  proprietors  in 
fee-fiimple  could  do  with  their  property,  the  Church  (re- 
presented by  the  incumbent,  patron,  and  ordinary)  was  dis- 
abled from  doing.  Again,  the  nature  of  the  property  was 
itself  peculiar.  A  layman  could  not  at  common  law  have 
any  perman^it  estate  in  tithes,  for  they  were  sjnritual,  as 
it  was  sidd ;  and,  consequently,  not  being  capable  of  having 
such  permanent  estate  in  them,  he  could  not  claim  to  be 

t2 


274  .  EXCHEQUER  REPORTS. 

1848.        discharged  of  them.    But  the  same  rule  did  not  apply  to 
ecclesiastical  persons,  nor  to  the  king,  who  was  persona 
mixta,  nor  to  their  respective  fanners,  lessees,  and  tenants. 
These  roles  had  produced  a  somewhat  strange  state  of  law, 
which  was  still  further  complicated  by  the  statutory  ar- 
rangements consequent  on  the  dissolution  of  the  monas- 
teries, by  which  laymen,  possessors  of  abbey  lands,  became 
entitled  to  the  piivileges  and  exemptions  of  the  ecclesi- 
astical bodies  from  whom  their  property  was  derived.    The 
various  defences  (under  these  circumstances)  to  the  daim  of 
payment  of  tithe  in  kind  may  be  thus  stated :  first,  modus 
decimandi,  which  was  either  a  custom  time  out  of  mind  with- 
in a  district,  of  paying  tithes  in  one  constant  mode,  fixed  by 
tiie  custom,  and  depending  on  some  antecedent  agreement 
made  before  legal  memory  between  the  parishioners  and 
the  parson,  patron  and  ordinary,  for  giving  to  the  parson 
some  definite  profit  in  lieu  of  tithes,  or  by  prescription  in 
the  case  of  individual  lands,  founded  on  a  like  agreement; 
secondly,  discharge  by  composition  real,  which  scarcely  dif- 
fered from  a  modus  in  any  other  respect  than  by  having 
its  commencement  after  legal  memory,  and  before  the  dis- 
abling statute  13  Eliz.^  and  in  being  founded  on  a  deed  or 
writing;  but  the  thing  given  by  the  parishioner,  and  re- 
ceived by  the  parson,  in  lieu  of  tithes,  was  often  precisely 
the  same  as  that  which  was  the  substitute  for  the  tithe  in 
the  case  of  a  modus.     Subsequendy,  also,  to  the  disabling 
statute  of  Elizabeth,  a  species  of  composition  real  was  at- 
tempted to  be  created  by  a  deed  of  composition,  to  which 
parson,  patron,  and  ordinary  gave  their  consent,  and  which, 
after  an  amicable  suit,  was  confirmed  by  decree  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery.  But  these  supposed  compositions  real,  after  ex- 
isting for  some  time,  were  declared  ill^al  by  Lord  Narthtng^ 
iarif  in  the  case  of  The  Attorney- General  v.  Cholmondelejf{a)9 
in  the  year  1765,  and  his  decree  was  confirmed  by  the  House 

(a)  2  Eden,  904. 
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cfLcfrda,   From  that  date  these  supposed  compositioiis  real         1848. 
ceased,  and  such  arrangements  had  subsequently  been  con-      salmm 
finned  by  private  acts  of  Parliament  alone.  ,    v- 

There  remain  only  the  other  heads  of  exemption,  which  all 
depended  on  the  nature  of  the  lands  sought  to  be  discharged: 
first,  those  lands  which  from  tune  immemorial  had  been,  and 
were  held  free  of  tithes  in  the  hands  of  ecclesiastical  persons^ 
their  lessees,  fiurmers,  or  tenants ;  secondly,  those  which  had 
been  so  held  till  the  dissolution  of  monasteries,  and  were  in  lay 
hands  by  grants  fix>m  the  Crown ;  and  lastly,  those  which,  at 
the  time  of  such  dissolution,  had  been  in  the  hands  of  the  two 
privileged  orders  of  Cistercians  and  HospitaUers,  and  had  been 
gnmted  in  like  manner  to  laymen  by  the  Crown.  In  the 
proof  of  these  various  grounds  for  non-payment  of  tithes  in 
kind,  certain  difficulties  had  arisen.  In  the  case  of  moduses, 
inasmuch  as  it  was  necessary  to  shew  a  payment  of  the  same 
modus  from  the  time  of  Bichard  I,  it  is  obvious  that  a 
variation  at  any  remote  period  short  of  that  date  was  fatal; 
and  it  often  happened  that,  by  the  production  of  ancient 
documents,  such  as  tiie  taxation  of  Pope  Nicholas,  the  eccle- 
siastical and  parliamentary  surveys,  ancient  terriers,  and  tiie 
like,  moduses  which  had  confessedly  been  paid  for  one  hun- 
dred or  two  hundred  years  without  variation  were  set  aside, 
and  this  after  property  had  been  transferred  on  the  supposi- 
tion  of  their  validity ;  so  that  it  was  justiy  said,  that  the  law  in 
this  respect  was  anomalous,  for  that  whereas  lengtii  of  time 
in  all  other  cases  established  rights,  in  tiie  case  of  the 
Church  it  was  of  itself  absolutely  immaterial  to  the  tide  of 
the  laity  to  exemption.  But,  besides  the  iosecurity  of  the 
tide,  the  expense  to  the  parties  in  such  suits  was  enor- 
mously increased  by  the  existing  state  of  the  law. 

The  cases  of  composition  real  were  but  slightiy  different* 
Practically  tiiey  were  liable  to  tiie  same  danger  as  moduses, 
from  variations  of  pajrment  or  the  like ;  but  besides  this,  the 
Courts  had  held  that  mere  usage  alone  was  not  sufficient, 
for  thai  (as  it  was  said)  would  be  to  convert  often  a  bad  miH 
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1848.        dus  into  a  ffood  compasiiian  real;  for  a  modafl  rank  in  the 
S  LULD      ^^^  of  Sichard  I^  and  therefore  bad^  might  not  be  rank  in 
V.  the  13  Eliz.,  and  so  might  be  ya£d  as  a  compodtion  real 

of  that  date.  The  Courts^  therefore,  required  some  proof 
of  the  instrument  of  composition.  But  the  strictness  of  the 
rule  on  the  subject  of  this  proof  had  been  much  relaxed, 
and  very  slight  cTidenoe  of  such  deed,  and  eyen  reputation 
alone,  accompanying  the  fact  of  payment,  tending  to  shew 
that  such  payment  was  in  respect  of  a  composition  real  ex* 
isting  after  legal  memory  and  before  the  Idth  of  Elizabeth, 
seems  to  have  been  sufficient  to  lead  to  the  presumption 
that  such  payment  was  evidence  of  composition  real,  and 
not  of  a  prescriptive  modus.  But,  undoubtedly,  notwith- 
standing the  learned  argument  of  Mr.  Baron  fFood,  in 
Bennet  v.  Neal{a\  some  evidence  was  required  in  addition 
to  the  fact  of  mere  payment  of  the  same  sum  continually. 
The  case  of  a  composition  real,  therefore,  seems  to  have  been 
subject  to  the  same  difficulties  (with,  however,  this  s%ht 
addition  to  them)  as  that  of  the  modus. 

We  now  come  to  the  cases  of  exemptions.    In  some  of 
these  much  greater  inconvenience  was  experienced,  and 
more  expense  was  generally  incurred  in  their  proof.  Those, 
Indeed,  which  depended  on  prescriptions,  set  up  by  ecclesi- 
astical corporations,  their  lessees  or  farmers,  were  liable  to 
the  same  inconveniences  as  have  been  already  pointed  out 
in  the  cases  of  moduses  and  compositions  real ;  but  those  in 
which  the  exemption  was  claimed  by  virtue  of  the  privi- 
leges enjoyed  by  abbeys  at  the  dissolution,  required  much 
time  and  very  expensive  proo£     They  required  proof,  in 
the  case  of  prescriptive  exemptions,  that  the  abbey  was  it* 
self  immemorial,  that  its  possession  of  the  lands  should  be 
shewn  to  have  been  immemorial  also,  and  that  this  posaes- 
§ion  should  be  shewn  to  havse  continued  to  the  time  of  the 
dissolution.    In  the  case  of  exemption  by  order,  the  monas- 

<a}  Wightw.  324. 
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tery  must  have  been  diewn  to  have  been  Cistercian  or  Hob*  1848. 
pitaller,  the  lands  to  bave  belonged  to  it  at  the  Council  of 
Latenuif  and  at  the  dissolution.  It  is  not  necessary  to  re* 
fo  to  dischatges  by  composition  or  grant  to  ecclesiastical  bo- 
diesy  or  to  that  by  unity  of  possession,  as  they  were  scarcely 
ever  set  up  in  practice. 

But,  though  all  these  proofi  were  by  degrees  made 
more  and  mor&  general,  by  the  enlarged  effect  which  the 
more  modem  decisions  gave  to  the  usage,  which  was 
held  to  be  a  ground  of  presumption  of  all  which  was 
necessary  to  sustain  the  exemption,  after  the  proof  of  title 
to  the  abbey  lands  or  composition  real  was  given,  yet  the 
risk  and  expense  of  a  tithe  suit  to  the  parties  was  still  very 
great.  In  this  state  of  the  law,  the  act  of  2  &  3  Will.  4, 
c.  100,  passed,  and  was  tmdoubtedly  intended  to  provide  a 
remedy  for  some  of  these  nuschieft,  and  must  be  construed 
according  to  the  established  rule,  in  a  liberal  spirit,  for  the 
pnxpoee  of  furthering  that  remedy,  and  repressing  the  mis- 
diief. 

What,  then,  was  the  mischief  which  the  legislature 
meant  to  remove,  and  what  the  remedy  intended  to  be  ap- 
plied ?  For  the  plaintiff  it  is  argued,  that,  in  the  case  of 
a  modus,  it  was  intended  only  to  shorten  the  time  during 
whidi  it  has  been  paid,  without  altering  the  law  as  to  the 
other  qualities  which  a  modus  ought  to  possess ;  and  that 
proportion  is  not,  we  believe,  disputed  by  the  defendant. 
A  modus,  therefore,  good  in  other  respects,  is  valid,  if  paid 
for  the  statutoiy  period.  Bankness  (which  always  was, 
m  truth,  merely  evidence  against  the  presumption  of  im- 
memovial  payment)  becomes  no  longer  an  objeetion. 

A  composition,  therefore,  made  in  modem  times,  if  acted 
upon  for  the  full  statutory  period,  becomes  a  valid  modus^ 
unless,  indeed,  it  shall  be  proved  that  it  was  made  by  some 
consent  or  agreement  by  deed  or  writing. 

But  with  respect  to  the  clause  as  to  exemption,  the  liti- 
gant parties  altogether  differ ;  the  plaintiff  contending  that 
the  only  object  of  the  statute  was  to  make  a  new  enactment 
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1848.        as  to  timey  when  used  as  evidence  in  support  of  an  acknow- 
Salkbld      1®%^  known  legal  right  of  exemption,  on  the  'ground  of 
V.  composition  real,  or  the  knd  being  abbey  landsy  leaving  all 

other  facts  necessary  to  support  such  exemption  to  be  proved 
as  heretofore :  the  defendants,  on  the  other  hand>  inaisting 
that  much  more  was  intended,  and  that  the  object  was  to 
make  the  simple  non-payment  of  tithes  for  the  prescribed 
statutory  period  a  valid  exemption ;  in  other  words,  to  give 
to  the  laity  a  right  to  prescribe  in  non  decimando,  and  to 
render  the  time  of  that  prescription  shorter  than  by  the 
conunon  law  would  have  been  required,  if  such  a  prescription 
had  been  valid.  But,  before  construing  the  words  of  the  act, 
if  we  consider  which  of  the  two  objects  is  the  more  proba- 
ble, it  seems  to  us  that  little,  indeed,  no  good  is  done  by  the 
act,  if  the  plaintiflTs  construction  is  correct.     According  to 
the  old  law,  a  non-payment  for  much  less  than  the  prescrib- 
ed period,  particukrly  when  tiiat  period  is  sixty  years,  would 
have  been  sufficient  to  raise  the  inference  of  all  that  was 
necessary  to  make  the  claim  of  exemption  valid,  the  preli- 
minary evidence  of  a  composition  real,  or  title  to  abbey 
lands,  having  been  first  given :  and,  although  it  is  true  that 
the  statute  would  have  protected  an  usage  for  the  longer 
period,  in  such  a  case,  from  being  destroyed  by  proof  of  pay- 
ment of  tithe  in  kind,  and  so  far  would  be  an  advantage, 
yet,  in  those  cases  where  there  must  be  some  evidence  of 
compensation  real  or  titie  to  abbey  lands,  the  chance  of  the 
modem  usage  being  defeated  by  the  circumstance  of  the 
payment  of  tithe  in  kind,  or  the  proof  of  a  modem  agree- 
ment for  a  composition,    would  be  trifling;   indeed,  it 
may  be  said  to  be  almost  imaginary.    What  the  statute, 
therefore,  effects  on  the  plaintiff's  hypothesis  is  nothing. 
In  reality  it  requires  a  longer  period  of  non-payment,  for 
by  section  8,  nothing  less  than  the  statutory  time  will  avail, 
and  it  protects  from  a  mere  imaginary  danger.    This  would 
not  be  so  on  the  defendants'  supposition,  for  then  a  real 
benefit  will  be  eonferred  on  the  tithe-payer. 
We  proceed,  then,  to  the  words  of  the  statute  itself;  and 
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we  oono^ye  tliat  the  best  oonrse  is,  to  oonedder  first  the  1848. 
words  of  the  enactmg  dause,  before  we  refer  to  the  context^ 
whichy  no  doubt»  may  restrain  or  control  them.  The  words 
of  the  enacting  part,  without  the  context,  appear  to  us  to 
be  dear  enoogh,  and  open  to  no  reasonable  doubt.  Those 
of  the  1st  section,  which  are  applicable  to  exemptions,  are 
these : — ^'^  All  prescriptions  and  daims  of  or  to  any  exemp- 
tion from  or  disduu^  of  tithes,  by  compodtion  real  or 
otherwise,  shall,  in  cases  where  the  render  of  tithes  in  kind 
shall  be  hereafter  demanded  by  the  king,  &c.,  or  by  any 
lay  person,  not  being  a  corporation  sole,  or  by  any  body 
oarporate,  if  many,  whether  temporal  or  spiritual,  be  sus- 
tained and  be  deemed  good  and  valid  in  law,  in  cases  of 
daim  to  exemption  or  discharge,  by  shewing  the  enjoyment 
of  the  land,  without  payment  or  render  of  tithes,  money  or 
other  matter  in  lieu  thereof,  for  the  full  period  of  thirty 
jean  next  before  the  time  of  such  demand,  unless,  in  cases 
of  daim  to  exemption  or  discharge,  the  render  or  payment 
of  tithes,  or  of  money  or  other  matter  in  lieu  thereof  shall 
be  shewn  to  have  taken  place  at  some  time  prior  to  such 
thirty  years,  or  it  shall  be  proved  that  such  enjoyment  was 
had  by  some  consent  or  agreement  expresdy  made  or  given 
for  that  purpose  by  deed  or  writing;  and  if  such  proof  in 
suppcNTt  of  the  chdm  shall  be  extended  to  the  full  period  of 
sixty  years  next  before  the  time  of  such  demand,  in  such 
cases  the  daim  shall  be  deemed  absolute  and  indefeasible, 
unless  it  shall  be  proved  that  such  enjoyment  was  had  by 
some  consent  or  agreement  expresdy  made  or  given  for  that 
purpose  by  deed  or  writing."  In  all  these  cases,  nothing  is 
required  but  the  ef^qyment  of  the  land  without  the  payment 
of  tithe,  or  an  equivalent  for  tithe,  for  the  required  time. 
The  statute  tiien  proceeds  to  enact,  that  "  where  the 
render  of  titiiea  in  kind  shall  be  demanded  by  any  arch- 
bishop,  bishop,  parson,  &c.,  or  other  corporation  sole, 
whether  spiritual  or  temporal^  then  every  such  prescript, 
turn  or  chum  shall  be  vtdid  and  indefecMble,  upon  evidence 
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1849.        shewing  iuch  enjoTmeht  had  as  heranbefbre  mentioned; 
applicable  to  the  nature  of  the  daim,  for  and  during  the 
whole  time  that  two  persons  in  saocessian  shall  haye  held 
the  office  or  benefice  in  respect  whereof  such  render  of  tithes 
in  kind  shall  be  claimed,  and  for  not  less  than  tiiree  years 
after  the  appointment  and  institution  or  induction  (an  in* 
accuracy  or  miqirint;  it  ought  to  be,  'or  insdtuticm  and  in- 
duction') of  a  third  person  thereto,"  with  a  proYiaion^  in  ease 
the  whole  time  of  the  hcdding  of  two  pexeons  riiall  be  less 
than  sixty  years,  that  the  time  should  be  ccmtinned  for  that 
period,  including  three  years  after  the'  institution  and  in* 
duction  of  a  successor — a  time  which,   in   the    present 
case,  was  completed.      Now  we  tiiink  that  it  is  perfectiy 
dear  that  a  claim  to  a  modus  or  exemption,  or  any  other 
thing,  cannot  be  sustained  and  be  deemed  ffood  and  vaM 
in  law,  and  indefeasible,  by  emdenee  of  anyikmg  less  than 
that  which  shews  a  complete  title  to  the  thinff  demanded. 
Therefore,  when  the  act  says  the  claim  shall  be  sustained 
and  deemed  good  and  valid  in  law,  and  indefeasible,  by  evi- 
dence shewing  the  non-payment  of  tithes  for  sixty  yean,  it 
follows  that  the  legiskture  intended  that  non-payment  fdr 
that  period,  without  more,shouId  constitute  a  complete  titie 
But  then  it  is  said,  that  the  commencement  of  the  clause 
shews  that  the  fitamer  of  the  act  meant  that  there  should 
be  no  claim,  except  on  the  ground  of  cotnpontion  real,  or 
other  then  known  existing  ground  of  dUcharge;  and  that  every 
daim,  notwithstanding  the  act,  ttiust  still  be  pleaded  as 
arising  by  composition  real,  or  some  such  other  l^pd  ground, 
and  that,  if  pleaded,  must  be  proved.    We  cannot  conoor  in 
that  view  of  the  meaning  of  these  expressions.     The  2nd 
section  contains  a  dause,  the  interpretation  of  which  is 
doubtful,  and  which  it  will  be  wdl  to  conmder  in  this  place. 
It  provides,  that  **  no  modus,  exemption,  or  discharge  shall 
be  deemed  to  be  within  the  provision  of  that  act,  unless 
proved  to  have  existed  and  been  acted  upon  at  the  time  of, 
or  wiikin  one  year  next  before,  the  passing  of  this  actl^ 
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What  is  tibe  meaning  of  this  olaiise?  It  may  mean  to  oon-  1848. 
fine  the  benefit  of  the  act  to  claims  of  exemption  theretofoore 
made,  not  necessarily  to  such  chiims  completed  by  enjoy- 
ment for  the  whole  period,  but  to  claims  which  had  begun 
to  be  and  were  acted  upon  at  or  within  one  year  before 
the  act,  and  to  exdode  all  future  moduses  and  all  fixture 
exemptions ;  or  it  may  mean  to  exclude  firom  the  act  snch 
former  claims  as  had  not  been  acted  upon  within  that  period, 
Aat  iBy  fanner  claims  which  have  been  abandoned,  leaving 
all  unabandoned  chums,  and  all  claims  hereafter  to  arise,  to 
be  within  its  operation.  The  former  construction  follows 
the  literal  sense  of  the  words ;  the  latter  requires  a  alight 
modification  c^  the  language,  to  be  read  as  if  the  words 
had  been,  ^  no  modus  or  exemption,  heretofore  cbumedf  shall 
be  within  the  act,  unless  it  has  existed  and  been  acted  upon 
at  the  time  required;'^  or,  **no  modus  or  exonption  shall 
be  within  the  act,  if  it  shall  have  ceased  to  exist  and  be  acted 
upen  for  a  year.'*  One  cannot  help  supposing  the  intention 
of  the  l^isiature  in  this  clause  was  simply  to  prevent  aban^ 
doned  daims,  though  they  had  been  acted  upon  for  sixty 
years  before,  being  again  setup;  but  it  is  immaterial,  fot  our 
present  purpose,  to  dedde  T^ich  of  the  two  eonstrnctions  is 
the  right  one,  audit  has  become  immaterial  for  every  purpose 
sbce  the  Tithe  Commutation  Act.  If  we  assume*  the  lite- 
ral ccmstruction  to  be  correct,  and  that  existing  claims  to 
exemption  only  are  within  the  act,  then  the  eonstruction 
of  the  first  clause  is  dear  enough.  All  existing  claims  must 
have  been  made  on  the  ground,  real  or  supposed,  of  a  com- 
position real,  or  other  known  legal  ground  of  exemption ; 
and  the  meaning  of  the  first  clause  is  only  this,  tiiat  every 
such  claim  to  exemption  shall  now  be  rendered  valid  by 
evidence  of  non-payment  of  tithe  only ;  so  that  the  diffi- 
culty of  proving  the  fact  of  an  andent  composition  before 
the  13  EUz.  or  the  tide  to  abbey  land8>  is  altogether  put  an 
end  to.  If  we  adopt  the  latter  cimstruction,  and  hdd  the 
statute  to  embrace  aU  exemptions,  past  and  future  (except 
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1848.  those  which  have  been  abandoned)^  then  the  daiue  may  be 
Saluld  taken  to  mean,  that  any  claim  to  exemption,  on  whatever 
ground  it  may  be  made^  shall  be  rendered  valid  and  inde- 
feasible by  evidence  of  enjoyment  merely.  That  is  to  be 
the  only  proof.  Will  it  be  necessary,  then,  to  plead  a 
ground  of  exemption  legal  according  to  the  old  law?  We 
think  not.  It  will  be  enough  to  plead  the  statutory  title, 
and  we  think  that  the  7th  section  was  framed  for  that  pur- 
pose) by  permitting  a  new  form  of  pleading.  We  say 
^'  permitting,"  for  we  do  not  suppose  that  it  was  meant  to 
interfere  with  the  statutable  right  of  pleading  nil  debet  in 
these  cases,  and  probably  it  was  intended  to  be  applicable 
only  to  pleadings  in  equity.  It  is  provided,  that  '*  it  shall 
be  sufficient  to  allege  that  the  modus,  exemption,  or  dis- 
charge claimed  was  actually  exercised"  (words  inappro- 
priate, as  applied  to  a  modus,  exemption,  or  dischai^) 
'^and  enjoyed  for  the  period  prescribed."  It  would  be, 
therefore,  sufficient  to  allege,  if  a  special  plea  were  re- 
quired, that  the  defendant  had  exercised  or  enjoyed  a  modus, 
(describing  it),  or  a  total  and  absolute  exemption,  or  a  qua- 
lified exemption,  from  all  tithes  of  certain  particular  lands 
(as  the  case  might  require),  for  the  statutory  period  appli- 
cable to  the  case ;  and  we  do  not  think  that  it  was  intended 
that  there  should  be  any  allegation  that  there  was  a  com- 
position real,  or  that  the  lands  were  abbey  lands,  as  would 
have  been  previously  necessary  in  a  special  plea  of  exemp- 
tion. We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  enacting 
clause,  taken  altogether,  is  sufficiently  dear  to  create  a 
valid  title  to  exemption  from  tithe  as  to  particular  lands, 
upon  proof  of  such  enjoyment  without  paying  tithes,  and 
no  more,  always  understanding  that  such  enjoyment  is  <u 
of  right. 

The  remaining  question  is,  whether  it  is  controlled  by 
the  context;  and,  for  this  purpose,  the  preamble  and  the 
2nd  section  are  both  relied  upon,  particularly  the  former. 
The  titie  of  the  act  has  also  been  mentioned ;  but  although 
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it  has  oocadonally  been  referred  to  as  aiding  in  the  constrao-        1848. 
tion  of  an  act,  (particnlarly  by  Sir  John  NichoUy  in  Brett  y.      s^lksj^d 
Brett  {a)  \  it  is  certainly  no  part  of  the  law,  and,  in  strict-  ^' 

neas,  ought  not  to  be  taken  into  consideration  at  all :  Lord 
Coie,  PowUef^s  case{b)i  Lord  HoU,  WeUs  and  W%axM{c)\ 
Lord  Mansfield,  Bex  y.  WttHams  (d) ;  and  Lord  Hardwicke, 
The  Attorney- General  y.  Lord  Weymouth  {ey  But  the 
preamble  is  undoubtedly  a  part  of  the  act,  and  may  be  used  to 
explain  it,  and  is,  as  Lord  Coke  says  (/),  **  a  key  to  open  the 
meaning  of  the  makers  of  the  act,  and  the  mischiefs  it  was 
intended  to  remedy ;"  but,  on  the  other  hand,  although  it 
may  explain,  it  cannot  control  the  enacting  part,  which 
may,  and  often  does,  go  beyond  the  preamble.  It  is  on 
this  preamble  that  the  chief  reliance  is  placed,  as  shewing 
that  the  statute  meant  to  do  nothing  but  shorten  the  time 
necessary  to  establish  a  modus  or  exemption,  leayingeyery- 
thing  else  as  before.  We  do  not  consider  the  preamble  as 
yery  happily  expressed;  but  we  cannot  think  it  in  any  way 
at  yariance  with  the  enacting  cktuse,  as  we  construe  it ;  for 
the  mischief  there  recited  does  not  seem  to  us  to  be  the 
augmented  expense  of  suits,  arising  from  the  necessity,  ac- 
cording to  the  existing  law,  of  proving  the  payment  of 
modus  or  non-payment  of  tithes  for  long  periods  of  time. 
We  do  not  agree  in  the  yiew  taken  of  this  subject  in  the 
able  and  eUborate  judgment  of  the  Vice-chancellor  Wtg^ 
ram  (^),  as  it  seems  to  us  that  a  yery  reasonable  construction 
can  be  put  on  it,  quite  in  harmony  with  the  enacting  clause. 
The  preamble  recites,  that  the  expense  and  inconyenience 
of  suits,  instituted  for  the  recoyery  of  tithes,  ought  to  be 
preyented;  and  by  that  we  understand,  not  that  the  ex- 
pense of  suits  (the  number  of  which  is  supposed  to  remain 
as  before),  and  the  inconyenience  of  conductiug  them,  might 
and  ought  to  be  prevented,  but  that  expensiye  and  incon- 

(a)  3  Addamsy  210.  (e)  Amb.  22. 

\h)  11  Co.  33.  (/)  4  Inst.  330. 

(e)  6  Mod.  62.  (^)  1  Hare,  196. 
(<0  1  Wm.  Bla.  05. 
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1848.  Tenient  suits  ought  to  and  wif^i  be  prevented,  snd  that' 
by  the  enaoting  a  more  easy  method  of  estaUtshing  both 
modnses  and  exemptions,  by  shortening  the  time  required 
for  proof  of  both,  which,  by  the  old  law,  must  have  extended, 
in  the  case  of  modus  to  the  time  of  Riohacd  I,  and  in  that 
of  exemption  in  respect  of  abbey  knds^  inmost  mstanoes  to 
the  time  of  l^al  memory,  and  in. none  to  less  than  the  31 
Hen.  8,  and  in'the  case  of  composition  real  at  least  to  the 
13  Eliz.  An  easier  mode  of  proving  a  title  to  eai^nq^tioi^  by 
limiting  the  inquiry  to  the  period  of  thirly  years  or  sixty 
(as  the  case  might  require),  would,  prevent  many  of  those 
nice  questions,  and  much  of  that  expensive  litigation,  which 
prevailed  before,  to  the  detriment  of  both  the  parties  oon- 
cemed.  We  think,  therefore,  that  the. preamble  may  wdl 
be  reconciled  with  the  enacting  part;  and,  if  it  were  less 
reooncileable,  the  enaoting  port  is  so  clear  and  distinct^  that 
it  ought  not  to  be  contrdled  by  it. 

Some  reliance,  but  less,  is  placed  on  the  2nd  secticMi, 
which  provides,  that  every  composition  for  tithes  which  had 
been  made  or  confirmed  by  the  decree  of  any  court  of  equity 
in  a  suit,  to  which  the  ordinary,  patron,  and  incumbent 
were  parties,  and  which  had  not  been  set  aside,  abandoned, 
or  dq>arted  firom,  is  made  valid  in  law.  It  is  said,  and  it  is 
true,  that  no  such  decrees  have  been  made  since  1765,  as 
has  been  be£9re  stated,  and  conseqnently  none,  probably, 
within  the  statutory  period  ;  and  therefore,  that  the  clause  was 
unnecessary,  if  the  legislature  meant  to  create  a  new  ri^t 
of  discharge  by  .non-payment  &t  the  statutory  time.  But 
that  a  clause  is  unnecessary,  affords  only  a  weak  argument 
with  respect  to  modem  statutes;  and  it  may  be  that  tiie 
framer  of  the  act  did  not  bear  in  mind  this  matter  of  legal 
history,  or,  if  he  did»  that  he  wished  to  give  the  benefit  of 
tiie  clause,  in  case  any  such  decrees  might  happen  to  have 
been  made  within  the  prescribed  period.  The  aigument, 
therefore,  arising  from  this  clause  is,  at  the  best,  entitied  to 
very  littie  attention.  But  it  may  be,  and  indeed  in  almost 
all  cases  it  was  so,  that  the  decree  was  founded  on  an 
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f^greement  nude  by  deed  or  writing,  and  then  the  tithe-  1848. 
payer  might  not  have  been,  protected  at  all  by  the  general 
of  tike  first  fitetion,  and  the  daiue  would  in  that 
be  absdutely  nece^flary  to  protect  him. 
On  the  whole,  therefore,  so  far  as  we  have  oonflidered  the 
proYisions  of  the  act,  we.  think  that  the  intention  of  the 
legifllatttre  was  to  give  a  right  to  the  laity  to  a  species  of 
presoription  in  jioadeeamando^  and  to  establish  that  right  by 
pn)ofofthe  prescription  fortheipecified  period.  We  say  *^  by 
proof  of  the  preaeription,"  because  it  is  perfectly  dear  to  us 
that  the  ample  enjoyment  of  land  without  payment  of  tithe 
ooold  never  have  been  intetuded  to  con&r  a  right.  The  literal 
oanstniotionof  the  enacting  ckmse  would  lead  to  manifest 
iigustice,  and  for  the  sake  of  avoiding  that  injustice  tiie 
language  must  be  in  some  respects  modified.  It  is  impossible 
to  cmppose  that  the  legislature  meant  the  titheowner  to  be 
deprived  of  his  right,  unless,  having  had  an  opportunity  of 
enfinrdng  it,  he  had  abstained  from  so  doing  fbr  the  statu- 
tory period*  It  is  acquiescence  in  the  adverse  enjoyment  of 
the  exemption  that  is  intended  to  make  it  valid  and  inde« 
feasible :  and  this  is  rendered,  as  we  think,  quite  dear,  from 
the  l^islature  requiring  the  continued  acquiescence  of  three 
soGoesrive  incumbents,  although  the  period  might  exceed 
six^^  years.  Hence,  if  we  suppose  a  case  of  an  occupier  of 
land,  the  whole  of  which  had  for  the  prescribed  period  lain 
in  a  buren  stat^  not  producing  titheaUe  matters, — a  waste, 
for  instance,  a  pleasure-ground,  a  spiMse  covered  with  gros 
hois,  er  with  buildings^  the  bed  of  a  lake  or  a  marsh,— it  can- 
not be  supposed  that  the  legislature  intended  that  it  should 
be  hdd  for  the  future  tithe  firee,  when  the  land  by  a  subse- 
quent alteration  became  productive  of  titiieable  matters. 
The  aet,  therefore,  must  be  obviously  read  with  the  quali- 
fication that  there  has  been  an  enjoyment  ofhaid  producing 
Utheabie  maHers  during  the  prescribed  period.  But  Airther, 
to  bring  the  case  within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  the  mere 
enjoyment  without  paying  tithe,  whentitheable  matters  are 
produced,  cannot  be  suffident    If  the  occupier  of  land 
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1848.  producmg  titheable  matter  had  omitted  to  set  out  or  pajr 
tithe>  or  concealed  or  abstracted  it  during  the  whole  period, 
or  taken  it  from  time  to  time  by  the  consent  of  the  tithe- 
owner;  if  he  had  enjoyed  the  exemption  dam  aut  precario, 
no  right  could  be  conferred.  It  must  be  an  enjoyment  as  oj 
right;  and  we  must  construe  this  act  in  the  same  way  as  the 
2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  71)  which  the  Courts  have  in  many  cases, 
beginning  with  Bright  y.  Walker  (a\  uniformly  construed  to 
mean,  that  the  enjoymentof  the  profitor benefit  contemplated 
by  that  act  must  be  an  enjoyment  as  of  right.  Again,  the 
occupier  of  lands  exempt  ratione  ordinis  dum  propriis  ma- 
nibus  excoluntur,  being  himself  the  owner,  never  pays  tithe, 
though  titheable  matters  are  produced ;  and  so  the  tenant 
of  crown  lands  is  exempt  by  prescription.  In  such  a  case, 
are  we  to  say  that  the  non-payment  of  tithes,  though  tithe- 
able matters  have  been  produced  during  the  whole  period 
of  limitation,  is  to  make  the  daun  to  exemption  valid  and 
indefeasible?  It  must  be  held  that  it  could  never  have 
been  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  convert  the  qualified 
into  an  absolute  right  of  exemption,  and  deprive  the  tithe- 
owner  of  his  rights,  by  a  presumed  acquiescence  for  a  period 
during  which  he  could  never  have  insisted  upon  the  pay- 
ment of  any  tithe  whatever.  This  difficulty  may  be  readily 
obviated,  by  holding  that,  as  the  statute  applies  only  to 
those  cases  in  which  the  enjoyment  has  been  adverse  and  of 
right,  the  nature  of  the  enjoyment  would  qualify  the  right 
of  exemption.  If  it  had  taken  place  under  a  claim  of  abso- 
lute unqualified  right,  it  would  be  absolute;  if  qualified,  it 
would  be  qualified,  so  that  neither  the  crown,  nor  a  person 
claiming  exemption  ratione  ordinis,  could  set  up  a  non- 
payment for  the  prescribed  period  as  giving  an  absolute 
right  of  exemption.  Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  the  result 
of  our  consideration  of  the  statute  is,  that  whilst,  on  the  one 
hand,  we  reject  the  limited  construction  which  the  late  Lord 
Chief  Justice  Tindal  and  my  Brothers  Pattesan,  Coleridge, 

(a)  1  C.  M.  &  R.  219. 
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and  CressweU  have  put  upon  it,  which  would  make  the  statute        1848. 
pracdcally  inoperative  as  to  the  remedy  of  expense  and  in-      sIlkbld 
ocmvenience ;  on  the  other  hand,  for  the  reasons  above  as-      ,    ^' 

J  .  -        ,.  -  .  o    ,  ,  JOHNSON. 

aignedy  we  must  reject  the  literal  construction  of  the  words, 
and  hold  that  the  enjoyment  for  the  period  prescribed,  with- 
out the  payment  of  tithes,  or  a  temporary  composition  for 
them,  is  converted  into  a  title  to  be  dischai^ed  of  tithes, 
only  where  it  is  an  enjoyment  adverse  and  of  riff  fit;  and  the 
title  so  communicated  is  absolute  or  qualified,  according  to 
the  nature  of  the  enjoyment  And  this  construction  is  in 
harmony  with  that  of  Lord  TenderderCi  prescription  act,  and, 
indeed,  with  the  whole  course  of  recent  legislation,  in  which 
the  object  has  been  to  give  a  valid  title  to  quiet  possession, 
and  to  convert  the  long  undisputed  exercise  of  rights  into 
actual  rights:  thus  putting  an  end  to  the  distinction  which 
existed  between  tithes  and  other  property,  and  placing 
them  on  the  same  footing  as  other  property ;  and  this  view 
accords  in  the  main  with  that  taken  by  Lord  Denman^  my 
Brother  the  late  Mr.  Justice  fVilUamSy  and  my  Brothers 
CoUman  and  Erky  as  to  the  principal  question,  though  we 
have  thought  it  necessary  to  express  ourselves  fully  as  to 
what  we  consider  the  necessary  qualification  of  their  con- 
struction of  the  words  of  the  statute.  It  cannot  be  denied 
that  this  construction  gives  validity  to  claims  which  could 
not  otherwise  have  been  maintained,  and  is  an  injury,  there- 
fore, to  the  rights  and  a  diminution  of  the  property  of  the 
Church.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  there  is  a  great  public 
benefit  by  giving  security  to  long  possession.  It  is  on  this 
prindple  that  all  statutes  of  limitation  proceed,  though 
doubtless  at  the  expense  of  some  individual  mischief.  But 
the  balance  of  justice  and  convenience,  as  my  Brother 
Ccltman  observes,  is  ftund  to  be  the  other  way ;  and,  on 
the  whole,  it  is  most  for  the  general  interests  of  society 
that  possession  and  enjoyment  for  a  length  of  time  should  be 
looked  to  as  the  safest  evidence  of  men's  rights. 

The  second  question  is  a  very  different  one.     It  is  whether 

VOL.  H.  U  fiXCH. 


288  EXCHEQUJSB  REPORTS. 

1848.        the  enjoyment  of  the  land  without  payment  of  tithe  of  a  par- 
^][2J[^      ticular  titheable  matter  for  the  prescribed  period  (all  other 
V-  tithe  having  been  paid  during  that  time)  gives  a  valid  and 

indefeasible  right  of  exemption  from  the  payment  of  that 
species  of  tithe.  Now  this  case  is  clearly  not  within  the  words 
of  that  act  If  a  modus  is  paid  for  tiiat  period  for  that 
particular  tithe^  it  is  no  doubt  rendered  a  valid  modus  by 
the  operation  of  the  statute^  but  if  no  modus  has  been  paid 
the  case  is  not  provided  for.  It  is  only  where  land  has  been 
enjoyed  without  payment  of  any  tithes,  or  of  money  or 
other  matter  in  lieu  thereof,  that  the  statute  applies ;  and 
there  appears  to  us  to  be  no  reason  why  we  should  alter  tiie 
language  of  the  statute  in  order  to  include  such  a  case. 
How  often  during  the  mxty  years,  or  other  prescribed  pe- 
riod, must  the  particular  article  have  been  grown  in  order 
that  the  non-payment  of  the  tithe  of  it  may  create  an  ex- 
emption ?  If  during  that  period  a  new  vegetable  has  (occa- 
sionally, but  rarely)  been  grown,  and  the  titheowner  has 
omitted  to  require  the  tithe  of  it,  is  the  vegetable  hereafter 
to  be  cultivated  to  an  unlimited  extent,  and  no  tithe  to  be 
paid  ?  This  would  be  obviously  unjust,  and  therefore  we 
hold  that  the  statute  applies  only  to  tha  cases  within  the 
express  words  of  it.  Though  there  is  great  reason  for 
providing,  that,  where  a  particular  estate  which  must  in  tiie 
ordinary  course  have  produced  every  year  some  titheable 
matters,  and  the  titheowner  has  never  claimed  them,  the 
estate  should  be  exempt,  tiiere  is  by  no  means  the  same 
reason  for  holding,  that,  where  it  has  sometimes  produced  a 
particular  species  of  titheable  matter,  (and  that  tithe  of  it 
has  not  been  paid),  the  land  should  be  exempt  from  that 
species  of  tithe.  We  see  no  reason,  therefore,  for  departing 
from  the  words  of  the  act,  and  we  answer  the  second  ques- 
tion in  the  negative. 

The  following  certificate  was  afterwards  sent  to  the 
Lord  Chancellor: — 

**  This  case  has  been  argued  before  us  by  counsel,  and  we 
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have  considered  it,  and,  the  alteratione  made  therein  (by         1848. 
consent)  having  made  it  necessary  to  divide  the  question       sUksld 
mto  two  parts,  we  certify  to  your  Lordship  our  opinion  on  *• 

JOnNSOlf. 

each  part  as  follows : — 

"  First,  we  are  of  opinion,  that,  as  to  those  parts  of  the 
kmds  in  question  whereof  no  tithe  of  any  kind,  nor  any 
money  or  other  matter  in  lieu  thereof,  has  or  have  been 
paid  or  rendered  during  the  period  above  mentioned,  ao- 
oording  to  the  true  construction  of  the  said  statute,  a  valid 
and  indefeasible  prescription  or  claim  of  exemption  irom, 
or  discharge  of,  all  tithes  can  be  sustained  under  the  circum- 
stances hereinbefore  mentioned,  provided  all  the  tithes  of 
all  the  titheable  matters  from  time  to  time  growing  on  the 
odd  parts  of  the  said  lands,  be  shewn  to  have  been,  during 
the  whole  of  the  sidd  period,  withheld  adversely  and  under 
a  daim  as  of  right  acquiesced  in  by  the  titheowner. 

"  Secondly,  as  to  the  other  parts  of  the  lands  in  quefr- 
lion  whereof  no  tithe  of  the  particular  titheable  matters 
and  things,  the  tithes  whereof  are  demanded  by  the  plain- 
tiff's bin,  nor  any  money  or  other  matter  in  lieu  thereof 
has  or  have  been  ptud  or  rendered  during  the  period  above 
mentioned,  although  at  various  times  during  such  periods 
such  titheable  matters  and  things  grew  and  arose  upon 
fnich  last-mentioned  landsj  other  titheable  matters  and 
things  having  also  at  various  times  during  the  said  periods, 
indoding  com,  grain,  and  hay,  grown  and  arisen  thereon, 
and  the  tithes  of  all  such  last-mentioned  titheable  matters 
and  things  having  been  from  time  to  time  duly  paid  and 
rendered,  we  are  of  opinion,  that  no  valid  and  indefeasible 
prescription  or  claim  of  exemption  from,  or  discharge  of, 
the  tithes  demanded  by  the  plaintiff's  bill  can  be  sustained 
muder  the  drcumstances  above  stated,  according  to  the  true 
eonstruction  of  the  said  statute. 

"  Fred.  Pollock.         E.  H.  Alderson. 
«  J.  Parke.  T.  J.  Platt." 

u2 
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May  16. 

A.,  by  letter, 
requested  the 
oommittfee 
of  a  Railway 
Company  to 
allot  him  a  cer- 
tain number  of 
shares  in  the 
undertaking, 
and  thereby 
undertook  to 
receiTe  the 
same,  or  any 
less  number, 
and  to  pay  tiiie 
deposit  and 
ezecate  the 
parliamentary 
contract  and 
agreement 
when  required. 
In  answer  to 
this  application, 
be  received  a 
letter  from  the 
Company  allot- 
ting him  certain 
shares.    This 
letter  was 
headed,  <<  Not 
tran^erable  :*' 
--Held,  that 
this  term  quali- 
fied the  accept- 
ance, and  that 
the  two  letters 
did  not  together 
constitute  any 
contract;  and, 
therefore,  in  an 
action  by  the 
Company 
against  A.,  to 
recover  the  de- 
posit, that  they 
were  not  enti- 
tled to  recover. 


Duke  and  Others  v,  Andrews. 

Assumpsit. — The  declaration  was  framed  upon  a  spe- 
cial contract  between  the  plaintiffs,  the  committee  of 
management  of  the  Dorking  Brighton  and  Arundel  Bail- 
way  Company,  and  the  defendant,  as  an  allottee  of  sixty 
shares  in  the  said  Company ;  and  stated  that»  in  considera- 
tion of  the  plaintiffs  allotting  the  shares  to  the  defendant, 
he  promised  to  pay  the  deposit ;  and  laid  by  way  of  breach 
the  non-payment  of  the  deposit.  The  defendant  pleaded 
non  assumpsit,  and  several  other  pleas.  The  cause  came 
on  for  trial  at  the  London  sittings  after  Trinity  Term, 
1847,  before  the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  when  a  verdict  was 
taken  by  consent  for  the  plaintiffs,  with  £126  damages, 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  a  case,  the  follow- 
ing portion  of  which  is  alone  materiaL 

The  Company  was  projected  in  the  summer  of  1845,  and 
the  plaintiffs  were  appointed  the  managing  committee.  On 
the  10th  of  October  in  the  same  year,  the  plaintiffs,  as  sudi 
committee  of  management,  caused  to  be  printed  and  issued  to 
the  public  a  prospectus  of  the  Company.  This  prospectus, 
after  stating  the  name  of  the  projected  railway,  the  proposed 
capital,  and  the  amount  of  the  shares  and  deposit,  and  the 
provisional  registration,  set  out  the  names  of  the  provisional 
committee,  and  also  those  of  the  managing  conmiittee,  which 
were  those  of  the  plaintifis.  After  giving  the  names  of  the 
engineers,  and  of  the  other  officers  of  the  Company,  and 
after  stating  the  advantages  and  expectations  of  the  pro- 
jected line,  it  proceeded  to  announce,  that,  until  an  act  of 
Parliament  was  obtained,  the  affairs  of  the  Company  would 
be  under  the  control  of  the  committee  of  management,  to 
whom  power  was  given  to  allot  the  shares,  and  to  apply  the 
funds  of  the  Company  in  payment  of  all  the  expenses  in- 
curred in  its  formation  and  in  the  preparations  for  Parlia- 
ment; it  also  stated,  that,  in  order  to  comply  with  the 
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standing  orders  of  Parliament,  and  to  meet  the  preliminary  1848. 
expenses,  a  deposit  of  2L  2s.  per  share  must  be  made  on 
allotment,  and  that  application  for  shares  was  to  be  made  in 
the  form  subjoined  to  the  prospectus.  One  of  these  pro- 
spectuses having  come  to  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  who 
was  then  in  trade  as  a  silk  and  ribbon  agent,  in  the  citj  of 
London,  he  tore  off  the  printed  form  of  application  from 
the  foot  of  the  prospectus,  filled  it  up  and  signed  it  with 
his  name,  and  sent  it  to  the  secretary  of  the  Company  on 
the  10th  of  October,  1845,  and  it  was  received  by  them  the 
same  day. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  this  letter  of  application,  so 
fiUed  up  and  signed : — 

**  Form  of  Application  far  Shares, 

*'  To  the  Committee  of  the  Dorking,  Brighton,  and  Arundel 
Atmospheric  Railway,  by  Horsham  and  Shoreham. 

**  I  request  you  to  allot  me  one  hundred  shares,  of  £,20 
each,  in  the  above  undertaking ;  and  I  hereby  undertake  to 
accept  the  same,  or  any  leas  number  which  may  be  allotted 
to  me,  and  to  pay  the  deposit  thereon,  and  to  execute  the 
parliamentary  contract  and  agreement  when  required. 
Dated  the  10th  of  October,  1845. 

**  Name,  in  full  .    •     .    John  Holbian  Andrews. 
**  Residence  ....    27,  West-street,  Lambeth* 

,,^    .  n     •      f  Silk    and    ribbon    agent, 

"Busmessorprofession       gg  ^^  ^^^  ^ddleJreet, 
(ifany)      .     .     .    .[     ^.^^ 

'  W.  H,  Hughes,  Esq. 

"Reference J.    Buckland,    Esq.,    84, 

Watling-street." 

The  committee  of  management  allotted  a  great  number 
of  shares,  by  issuing  letters  of  allotment  to  the  di£ferent 
applicants  for  shares ;  amongst  these  letters  was  one  to  the 
defendant,  which  was  in  the  following  form,  and  was  signed 
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1848.        bj  the  secretary  of  the  Company,  and  addressed  to  the 
defendant : — 

''  Not  transferable. 
25. 
**  The  Dorking,  Brighton,  and  Arondel  Atmoepheiio 

Bailway. 
"  No.  23. 
''Shares,  60. 
''Deposit,  £126. 
"  Offices,  Adelaide  Hotel,  London  Bridge, 
November  25,  1845. 
"  Sir, — The  committee  having,  npon  your  undertaking, 
agreed  to  allot  to  you  sixty  shares  of  £20  in  this  railway, 
I  have  to  request  that  you  will  pay  the  deposit  of  2L  2s. 
per  share,  amounting  to  £126,  to  the  account  of  the  Com- 
pany with  either  of  the  under-mentioned  banks,  on  or  be- 
fore the  9th  day  of  December,  1845. 

"  JTiis  letter  must  be  produced  at  the  time  of  payment^  and 
the  bankers'  receipt  will  afterwards  be  exchanged  for  the 
scrip  certificates,  upon  your  executing  the  parliamentary 
contract  and  subscribers'  agreement,  which  wiU  lie  for  sig- 
nature, at  this  office,  on  and  after  Friday,  the  21st  day  of 
November  instant ;  and,  for  the  convenience  of  persons  re- 
siding in  the  country,  at  such  other  places  and  times  as  will 
be  announced  by  advertisement  in  the  local  newspapers. 

"  I  am,  &c., 

"  Secretary  pro  tem. 
"  Mr.  John  Holman  Andrews, 
27,  West-street,  Lambeth. 

[Here  follow  the  names  of  the  bankers.] 
"  N.B. — The  parliamentary  contract   and   subscribers' 
agreement  must  be  executed  by  you  before  the  15th  day  of 
December,  1845. 

"  Bankers^  Receipt 
"  No.  "  November,  1845. 

"  Received  on  account  of  the  committee  of  management  of 
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the  Dorkiiig;  Brighton,  and  Arandel  Atmoq)heric  Railwaj        1848. 

Company,  to  account  for  on  demand,  £ 

For 

*'  In  Older  to  prevent  mistakes  or  error,  the  subscriber  will 
be  pleased  to  fOl  in  the  following  blanks,  in  his  own  hand- 
writing, at  the  time  he  obtains  this  receipt : — 

**  Name  of  subscriber,  in  fulL 

'*  Place  of  bufflness  (if  any). 

**  Place  of  residence. 

'*  Profession  or  trade. 

**  Subscriber's  usual  signature.'^ 

The  other  letters  of  allotment  were  in  a  similar  form. 

Together  with  the  letters  of  allotment,  the  committee  of 
management  also  sent  to  the  defendant  and  the  other  allot- 
tees a  circular  letter,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy : — 

"« Adelaide  Hotel,  25th  November,  1845. 
*'  Sir, — In  transmitting  to  you  a  letter  of  allotment  of 
shares  in  this  Company,  I  am  desired  to  inform  you  that 
the  committee  of  mani^ement  have  torhome  to  issue  the 
0ame  until  they  should  have  the  gratification  of  being  able 
to  announce,  that  not  only  the  shares  of  the  managing  di- 
rectors and  the  provisional  committee  of  this  important  un- 
dertaking had  been  duly  taken  up  and  the  deposit  paid  to 
the  bankers  of  the  Company,  but  that  the  plans,  sections, 
reference  books,  and  every  other  requisite  document,  were 
in  a  perfect  state  for  deposit,  in  conformity  with  the  stand- 
ing orders  of  both  Houses  of  Parliament,  and  which,  the 
committee  have  now  great  satii^ction  in  being  able  to  state, 
is  in  every  respect  the  case.  It  is  also  gratifying  to  the 
committee  to  state,  that  the  deposits  upon  upwards  of  5000 
shares,  so  taken,  have  been  promptly  paid  to  the  bankers  of 
the  Company,  and  that  they  feel  assured  the  deposit  upon 
a  still  greater  number  of  shares,  which  have  been  allotted 
to  their  immediate  fiiends,  will  be  paid  with  similar  promp- 
titude, upon  receipt  of  their  letters  of  allotment.    It  cannot 
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1848.  be  otherwise  than  satisfactory  for  the  shareholders  to  know 
that  the  most  eminent  en^neers  are  decidedly  of  opinion 
that  this  route  embraces,  more  than  any  other,  the  natural 
advantages  of  the  country,  as  well  as  to  find  that  it  meets 
with  the  general  concurrence  and  active  support  of  the 
principal  landowners  of  the  district.  The  committee  feel 
it  due  to  themselves  to  state  that  they  were  so  satisfied  of 
the  utility  and  prospective  advantages  of  the  measure,  that 
they  did  not  hesitate  to  encounter  the  engagements  essential 
to  the  bringing  the  plan  to  its  present  state  of  maturity, 
and  to  defer  any  call  upon  the  shareholders  until  they  were 
in  a  condition  to  make  this  gratifying  announcement  The 
committee  engage  that  a  greater  expense  than  78.  6(L  per 
share  shall  not  be  incurred  without  the  sanction  of  the 
shareholders,  expressed  at  a  meeting  to  be  convened  for 
that  purpose.  '^  I  am,  &c, 

"  Secretary  pro  tem." 

The  above  letter  of  allotanent  and  circular  were  received 
and  kept  by  the  defendant,  but  no  notice  was  taken  of  them, 
or  deposit  paid  by  him.  Application  for  payment  was  sub- 
sequently made  to  him  and  other  allottees  by  a  drcular 
letter.  Notwithstanding  this  letter,  however,  the  com- 
mittee were  unable  to  obtain  payment  of  the  deposits 
from  the  defendant,  or  the  other  allottees,  and  conse- 
quently were  unable  to  make  the  deposits  required  by  the 
standing  orders  of  Parliament,  in  order  to  carry  the  scheme 
before  Parliament  The  project  was,  however,  kept  on  foot 
during  1846,  in  hopes  of  going  to  Parliament  in  the  session 
of  1847;  and,  although  not  formally  abandoned  by  the 
managing  committee  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of 
this  action,  no  steps  were  taken  to  procure  the  requisite 
acts  of  Parliament 

It  was  agreed  between  the  parties,  that  the  Court,  if  it 
should  think  proper,  might  draw  the  same  inferences  as  a 
jury  might  draw  from  any  of  the  fiicts  stated  in  the  case. 
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The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  waa,  whe«        1848. 
ther  the  phuntiffs,  under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the 
case,  were  entitled  to  recover  in  this  action  against  the 
defendant. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  in  the  affirmatiye,  then 
the  verdict  was  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiffs,  with  £126 
damages;  but  if  the  Court  should  be  of  a  contrary  opinion, 
then  a  nonsuit  was  to  be  entered. 

J,  BrawHj  for  the  plaintiffs. — ^It  will  be  contended,  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the  shares  allotted  bj  the 
Company  were  never  accepted  by  him,  and  therefore  that 
there  did  not  exist  any  binding  contract  upon  which  the  de- 
fendant became  liable.  It  is  admitted  to  be  a  general  rule, 
that  the  letter  which  is  the  acceptance  of  a  proposal  must 
accept  the  terms  of  the  proposal,  in  order  to  make  a  valid 
and  complete  contract ;  and  that,  if  a  new  term  be  intro- 
duced, something  in  addition  is  required  to  confirm  the 
contract:  1  Sugd.  Vend,  and  Purch.  165.  The  question  here 
turns  upon  the  letters  of  appUcation  and  allotment ;  and  the 
contention  will  be,  that  the  term  ^^not  transferable^^  at  the 
head  of  the  letter  of  allotment,  and  the  other  term,  that 
**  this  letter  must  be  produced  at  the  time  of  payment,** 
are  new  and  material  stipulations,  and  that  the  letter  does 
not  amount  to  an  unqualified  acceptance  of  the  defendant's 
proposal.  The  words  **  not  transferable  "  do  not  introduce 
a  new  term.  They  were  intended  as  a  mere  notice  of 
what  was  thought  to  be  the  law  in  1845,  viz.  that  the 
26th  section  of  the  Joint-stock  Registration  Act,  7  &  8 
Vict  c.  110,  which  prohibits  the  sale  of  shares  before  com- 
plete registration  in  any  joint-stock  company  formed  after 
the  1st  of  November,  1844,  applied  to  railway  companies 
requiring  an  act  of  Parliament ;  but  that  was  before  the  case 
of  Young  v.  Smith  (a),  which  decided  that  the  section  re- 

(a)  15  M.  &  W.  121. 
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1848.  ferred  to  doea  not  apply  to  such  railway  compamea.  This 
identical  objection  was  raised  in  the  argument  of  the  case  of 
ffiminer  t.  Shairp  (a),  but  the  Court  did  not  appear  to  lay 
much  stress  upon  it.  The  term  is  not  incorporated  into 
the  letter  of  allotmenty  and  is  merely  a  notice  to  the  defend- 
ant [Parke^  K — The  defendant^  by  his  letter,  applies  for 
such  an  instrument  as  he  may  be  able  to  transfer.  If^  then, 
the  meaning  of  the  term  '*not  transferable  "  is  such  as  to 
deprive  him  of  that  right,  the  application  and  acceptance 
are  not  ad  idem,  and  these  letters  do  not  per  se  constitute 
any  contract.]  [He  also  contended  that  the  words  in  the 
letter  of  allotment,  **  this  letter  must  be  produced  at  the 
time  of  payment,*  had  been  inserted  merely  for  the  purpose 
of  convenience,  and  did  not  constitute  a  new  term.  He 
cited  Vottans  v.  Fletcher  (ft).] 

H*  T,  Atkinson^  for  the  defendant,  was  not  called  upon. 

Per  Curiam  (c). — ^We  are  all  of  (^nion  that  there  must 
be  judgment  for  the  defendant.  There  was  no  binding 
contract  between  the  parties  in  the  present  case.  The 
proposal,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  was  for  an  absolute 
and  unqualified  allotment  of  shares  in  the  Company,  but  the 
allotment  which  was  made  by  the  plaintifis  contained  the 
qualification  that  the  shares  were  not  transferaUe.  The 
condition,  that  the  shares  were  not  transferable,  is  a  mat- 
ter of  great  importance  to  the  allottee,  for  by  that  term 
the  Company  say  that  they  will  not  recognise  his  transferee. 
The  proposal  and  acceptance  not  being  ad  idem,  it  follows 
that  there  is  no  binding  contract  between  the  parties ;  and 
as  that  is  the  cas^  there  is  no  contract  for  the  breach  of 
which  the  defendant  can  be  HaUe.  The  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  in  the  case  of  fVaniner  v.  Shairp,  seem  to  have  en- 


(a)  4  C.  B.  404.  (b)  1  Exch.  20. 

(c)  Parke,  B.,  Alderton,  B.,  Bol/e,  B.,  and  PlaU,  B. 


EA8TEB  TEBM,    11  VICT.  297 

tertained  the  same  opinioiL    The  term,  which  takes  away        1848. 
the  party's  right  to  transfer  the  scrip,  would  make  a  consi- 
derable difference  in  the  value  of  the  property  in  the  mar- 
ket    Our  judgment,  therefore,  must  be  for  the  defendant. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


Billing  v.  Hutchins.  April  16. 

PeTERSDORFF   moved  for  judgment  on  a  plea  of  In  debt  on  a 

1.-I  1-r  •/•-I1  •!  jodgmenty  the 

nol  tiel  record.  It  was  an  action  of  debt  on  a  judgment,  declaration  al- 
and the  declaration  alleged  that  the  plidntiff  recovered  ^^^%,  ^ 
19t  9*.  for  debt,  and  £33  for  costs.     It  appeared  by  the  «»J«'«^  i^i  «♦• 

"L  debt,  and  jc33 

roll,   when  produced,  that  judgment  was  recovered  for  costs.  On  plea 
19iL  9s.  debt,  Is.  damages,  40s.  costs,  and  also  SSL  I9s,  cord  itap-  * 

for  19/.  9t. 
debt,  1#.  dama* 

Sinumf  for  the  defendant,  submitted  that  this  was  a  fatal  ges,  40#.  costs, 
variance,  and  not  amendable  under  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  ^,^  of  in-' 
8,  3 :  Dams  v.  Dunn  (a>  "^C^^' 

fendant  was  en* 

Petersdorff,  for  the  plaintiff. — There  is  no  variance.  The  ment  on  the  ' 
judgment  is  for  three  things,  which  are  necessarily  divisible,  JJ^  most^be 
via.  a  debt,  damaires,  and  costs ;  and  it  is  only  incumbent  « ■epwate  ap- 

.     ./v  .        .  .  phcationto 

on  the  plaintiff  to  state  in  his  declaration  a  debt  correspond-  amend, 
ing  with  that  mentioned  in  the  judgment  The  case  differs 
from  that  of  a  judgment  for  one  entire  sum,  which  is  mis- 
described  ;  as,  for  instance,  a  judgment  on  a  bill  of  exchange 
for  £100,  which  is  described  in  the  declaration  as  a  bill  for 
£95.   It  is  consistent  with  this  declaration  that  the  plaintiff 


(fl)  1  Dowl.,  N.  S.,  317. 
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1848.        has  abandoned  a  portion  of  his  claim.     [Parke,  B. — A  judg^ 

BiLLiNo      ™^°^  ^^  ^^^  is  <^  entire  thing ;  the  costs  are  added  to  the 

V-  amount  claimed^  and  the  smn  total  becomes  the  debt  by 

HVTCBINB.  ,  , 

virtue  of  the  judgment]  Suppose  the  damages  and  costs 
had  been  paid,  is  the  defendant  to  have  the  benefit  of  the 
payment  on  a  plea  of  nul  tiel  record?  [Pollock,  C.  B. — 
Bj  the  judgment,  which  is  the  foundation  of  the  present 
action,  the  plaintiff  recovered  SSL  ds. ;  then  how  can  we 
award  judgment  for  a  debt  of  52/.  9$,  only  ?]  The  Court 
might  give  judgment  for  a  smaller,  though  not  for  a  larger 
amount.  At  all  events,  the  variance  is  amendable  imder 
the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  15,  which  enables  "  every  Court  of  record 
holding  plea  in  civil  actions,  any  judge  sitting  at  Nisi 
Prius,  and  any  Court  of  oyer  and  terminer  and  general  gaol 
delivery  in  England,  &c.,  if  such  Court  or  judge  shall  see 
fit  so  to  do,  to  cause  the  record  on  which  any  trial  may  be 
pending  before  any  such  Court  or  judge,  in  any  civil  action, 
or  in  any  indictment,  &c,  when  any  variance  shall  appear 
between  any  matter  in  writing  or  in  print  produced  in  evi- 
dence, and  the  recital  or  setting  forth  thereof  upon  the  re- 
cord whereon  the  trial  is  pending,  to  be  forthwith  amend- 
ed,''  &C.  It  was  never  intended  that  there  should  be  a 
substantive  application  to  amend,  otherwise  the  object  of 
the  statute  would  fiuL  RastaU  v.  Straton  (ci)  and  Munken-- 
beck  V.  Bushnen{b)  are  authorities  to  shew  that  the  amend- 
ment may  be  made. 

Per  Curiam  (c). — There  must  be  judgment  for  the  de- 
fendant, and  the  pbdntiff  must  make  a  separate  application 
to  amend. 

Judgment  for  defendant. 


(a)  1  H.  Bl.  49.  (b)  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  139. 

(c)  PoOoek,  C.  B.,  Parke,  B.,  Rol/g,  B.,  and  PlaU,  B. 
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Regina  v.  Adams  and  Warrek.  May  2. 

JjM.  •  D.  HILL  moved  for  a  rule  calling  on  her  Majesty's  An  eitent  in 
Attorney-General  to  shew  cause  why  two  writs  of  extent  against  a  banko' 
in  chief,  issued  against  Adams  and  Warren,  should  not  be  on^terSTai!'^ 
set  aside. — It  appeared  that  Adams  and  Warren   were  lowed  by  him 

.  .  on  the  half. 

bankers  at  Shrewsbury,  having  also  a  branch  bank  at  yearly  balance 
Market  Drayton.     An  account  was  kept  at  the  Shrews-  ^ector^M-" 
bury  bank  by  a  tax-collector,  of  the  name  of  Onions,  in  J?'"'* «  ^^^^ 
which  his  own  private  monies  and  the  monies  paid  to  him  Crown  monies 
for  taxes  were  blended  together.     The  bankers  were  in  the  together.   Also 
habit  of  balancing  this  account  half-yearly,  and  they  allow-  ^'^^'^^ 

ed  Onions  from  time  to  time  interest  on  the  receipts  over  banker's  pro- 
missory note  in 
the  payments  at  each  half-yearly  balance.     On  the  4th  the  hands  of  a 

November,  1847,  an  extent  issued  for  the  recovery  of  this  andrecdTwi' 
interest,  as  well  as  the  money  received  by  Onions  for  taxes.  ^^  ^jna »  pay- 

'f  J  ment  of  taxes. 

An  account  was  kept  at  the  Market  Drayton  bank  by  a 
tax-collector  of  the  name  of  Moore,  who  had  received,  in 
payment  of  taxes,  several  promissory  notes  of  Adams  and 
Warren,  payable  to  bearer  on  demand.  These  notes  were 
still  in  the  possession  of  Moore ;  and  on  the  same  4th  No- 
vember another  extent  issued  against  Adams  and  Warren 
for  the  recovery  of  their  amount,  as  well  as  other  monies 
received  by  Moore  for  taxes,  and  by  him  paid  into  the 
Market  Drayton  bank.  The  present  application  was  made 
on  behalf  of  the  assignees  of  Adams  and  Warren,  against 
whom  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued  on  the  8th  November, 
1847. — ^It  is  conceded,  that,  after  the  case  oiRex  v.  Ward{a\ 
the  extent  cannot  be  successfully  impeached  so  far  as  re- 
lates to  the  money  received  on  account  of  taxes ;  but  it  is 
submitted,  first,  that  the  Crown  is  not  entitled  to  recover 
the  interest  allowed  to  Onions  on  the  half-yearly  balance, 

(a)  See  the  note  at  the  end  of  this  case. 
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1848.  inasmuch  as  interest  is  a  matter  of  contract  between  the 
bankers  and  their  customer.  [Pollock,  C.  B. — It  may  be 
difficult  to  trace  the  monej  of  the  Crown,  when  once  mixed 
up  with  the  general  funds  of  anj  person ;  but  still  it  may 
be  followed  wherever  the  evidence  leads.  If  so,  its  pro* 
ceeds  may  also  be  followed ;  for  instance,  if  an  estate  were 
purchased,  the  crops  might  be  taken ;  or  if  stock  were 
bought,  the  dividends  might  be  taken.  In  like  manner,  if 
money  paid  for  taxes  is  deposited  with  a  banker,  whose 
practice  it  is  to  pay  interest  on  the  floating  balance,  the 
Crown  is  entitled  to  that  interest] — Secondly,  an  extent 
cannot  issue  in  respect  of  the  promissory  notes.  These 
notes  have  never  been  brought  into  the  account  between 
the  bankers  and  the  tax-collector;  and  the  effect  of  this 
extent  would  be  to  ^ve  him  a  preference  over  other  ore'* 
ditors,  since  the  Crown  would  be  pidd  in  full.  The  tax- 
collector  was  not  bound  to  take  these  notes,  but  might 
have  insisted  upon  money ;  not  having  done  so,  he  has  no 
claim  beyond  the  other  creditors.  Suppose  the  bankers 
were  utterly  without  effects,  the  tax-gatherer  must  pay  the 
Crown ;  if  the  tax-gatherer  were  insolvent,  his  assignees 
would  only  stand  in  the  position  of  any  other  creditor,  and 
prove  against  the  bankrupt's  estate.  This  proceeding  is  a 
mode  of  evading  the  57  Geo.  3,  c  117,  by  turning  that 
which  ought  to  be  an  extent  in  aid  into  an  extent  in  chief, 
[Piatt,  B. — You  ought  to  plead  to  the  extent.]  Rest  v. 
Shackle  {a)  is  an  authority  to  shew  that  the  Court  will  in- 
terpose on  motion. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — There  ought  to  be  no  rule.  The  first 
point  is,  whether  the  Crown  is  entitled  to  the  interest  al- 
lowed by  the  bankers  on  money  deposited  with  them  by  a 
tax-collector;  and  we  are  all  clearly  of  opnion  that  the 
Crown  is  so  entitled. 

(a)  11  Price,  772. 
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The  other  point  is,  whether  an  extent  in  chief  lies  to  en- 
force  the  payment  of  notes  issued  by  a  country  bank  pay- 
able to  bearer,  and  received  by  a  collector  fix>m  a  tax-payer. 
We  are  of  opinion,  that,  immediately  the  notes  were  paid 
to  the  collector,  they  became  a  debt  due  to  the  Crown,  and 
that  an  extent  might  issue  against  the  bankers  for  the  pur- 
pose of  enforcing  payment.  If  the  notes  are  paid  over  by 
the  collector  to  the  bankers  after  their  bankruptcy,  that  is 
a  matter  of  pleading,  but  cannot  affect  the  extent  on 
motion. 


1848. 


Parke,  B. — The  notes  arc  received  by  the  collector  as 
payment  to  the  Crown,  and  the  Crown  may  adopt  that, 
and  obtain  all  the  rights  of  suing  on  the  notes.  The  bank- 
ruptcy and  assignment  do  not  afford  any  ground  for  setting 
aside  the  extent. 


Platt,  B.,  concurred. 


Rule  refused. 


Rbx  v.  Ward. 
Atu4»I.  SlRW.FOLL£TT(onthe2l8t 


]^J^^  November,  1836)  moved  for  a  rule 
to  ptj  BO.  caUlng  on  his  Majesty's  Attomey- 
ui  re-  General  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ 
'^^^  of  extent  in  chief,  issned  against 
too  to  R.  ^^'^  Ward,  for  recovering  the  sum 
«^  pud  of  £1038,  and  all  proceedings  had 
f^^ff^  thereon,  shonld  not  be  set  aside. 
^^,^  The  extent  issued  on  the  7th 
lasprinte  Novembery  1836,  upon  the  affi- 
1^^  davit  of  Richard  Rixon,  a  col- 
Uft  of  the  Iwtor  of  taxes,  stating  that  Ward, 
inker  that  carrying  on  the  business  of  a 
JJIJI^  banker  at  Woolwich,  in  Kent, 
edwitktfae^ss  indebted  to  his  Majesty  in 
««oeiof   the  sum  of  £1038,  arising  from 


the  rates  and  duties  collected  and 
received  by  the  said  Richard 
Rixon  from  the  inhabitants  of 
Woolwich,  and  deposited  with 
Ward  for  safe  custody  until  pay* 
ment  to  the  Receiver-Greneral  of 
Stamps  and  Taxes;  that  Ward 
was  insolvent,  and  had  stopped 
payment  as  a  banker,  by  rea- 
son whereof  the  said  sum  was  in 
danger  of  being  lost,  &c.  The 
present  application  was  made  on 
behalf  of  the  official  assignee 
of  Ward,  against  whom  a  fiat  in 
bankruptcy  issued  on  the  8th  No- 
vember, 1836,  and  was  supported 
by  the  joint  affidavit  of  the  as- 


baoker  haTing  become  inaoWent — Held,  that  an  extent  in  chief  might  iuoe  against  him  for 
tbtnoorerj  of  the  Crown  monies,  the  amount  being  a  question  for  a  jury. 
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Bignee  and  Ward^  the  latter  of 
whom  deposed,  that  Richard 
Rixon  never  kept  any  account, 
nor  had  any  dealing  or  transac- 
tion with  him ;  that  an  account 
had  for  several  years  past  heen 
kept  with  deponent,  as  a  hanker, 
hy  John  Rixon,  the  father  of 
Richard  Rixon,  and  that  such 
account  was  kept  in  the  name  of 
John  Rixon  only,  and  as  his  pri- 
rate  account ;  that  when  any  mo- 
nies were  paid  in  to  the  account 
kept  hy  John  Rixon,  they  were 
generally  paid  in  hy  John  Rixon 
himself,  and  no  part  of  the  money 
paid  in  to  such  account  was  dis- 
tinguished from  any  other  part, 
hut  the  same  were  all  paid  in  to 
and  blended  together  in  one  ac- 
count ;  that  all  checks  drawn  on 
deponent  in  respect  of  the  monies 
80  paid  in  were  signed  hy  John 
Rixon,  and  John  Rixon  drew  on 
deponent  from  time  to  time  for 
the  same,  as  he,  the  said  John 
Rixon,  thought  fit. — The  official 
assignee  deposed,  that  he  had 
examined  the  books  of  account 
kept  hy  Ward,  and  that  the  only 
account  appearing  therein  kept 
with  any  person  of  the  name  of 
Rixon  was  headed  "  John  Rixon.'' 
The  Court  being  of  opinion 
that  the  affidavit  of  Ward  was 
defective,  in  not  stating  that  he 
did  not  know  that  any  part  of  the 
money  belonged  to  the  Crown, 
an  additional  affidavit  was  filed, 
wherein  Ward  deposed,  **  that  he 
never  had  notice,  nor  did  he  ever 
positively  know  that  the  monies 
paid  into  his  hands  by  John 
Rixon,  or  any  part  thereof,  be- 


longed to  his  Majesty,  although 
he  certainly  did  believe  that  some 
part  of  the  monies  so  paid  into 
his  hands  by  John  Rixon  might 
have  been  originally  received  for 
taxes;  but  what  amount  thereof, 
or  what  particular  monies  were 
or  was  so  received,  the  deponent 
never  had  the  slightest  idea." 

The  Attorn^' Otneral  shewed 
cause,  (January  28, 1837),  upon 
affidavits,  that  John  Rixon  had 
formerly  been  the  collector  of 
taxes ;  and  that  Richard  Rixon, 
his  son,  who  succeeded  him,  was 
in  the  habit  of  paying  the  money 
received  on  account  of  taxes  to 
hb  iather,  who  paid  it  into  the 
bank  to  his  private  account ;  that 
Ward  knew  that  some  of  the 
money  so  paid  in  was  received  on 
account  of  taxes,  and  used  to  ask 
when  it  would  be  necessary  to 
have  the  money  ready  for  the  Re- 
ceiver-General. He  cited  i^v. 
Wrangham{d)  as  an  authority 
to  shew,  that  Ward,  having  re- 
ceived the  money  of  the  Crown, 
became  an  immediate  debtor  to 
the  Crown. 

Sir  W.  Follett,  in  support  of  the 
rule. — ^The  question  is,  whether, 
under  the  circumstances,  an  ex- 
tent in  chief  can  issue  against 
the  banker,  who  kept  an  account 
with  Rixon,  the  father,  and  not 
with  the  son.  [Parte^  B.— The 
law  is,  that  any  one  b  in  privity 
with  the  Crown  who  knows  that 
the  money  which  he  receives  is 
the  money  of  the  Crown ;  there- 
fore, an  extent  in  chief  may  issue 


(a)  1  C.  &  J.  408. 
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for  ail  sums  which  the  hanker 
received,  knowing  them  to  he  the 
monies  of  the  Crown.]  The 
banker  had  no  knowledge  that 
any  particular  sums  helonged  to 
the  Crown,  hut  only  that  money 
reeeired  for  taxes  was  paid  in  hy 
Rixon,  the  father,  together  with 
his  own  money.  [Parke^  B. — 
That  would  he  a  question  of  fact, 
on  comparing  the  extent  of  these 


transacUons  with  the  amount 
paid  in.  If  the  transactions  of  the 
customer  were  very  small,  and 
those  of  the  Crown  very  large,  a 
jury  might  come  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  whole  helonged  to 
the  Crown.] 

Per  Cunuv  (a). — The   rule 
must  he  discharged. 


1848. 


(a)  Lord  AUnger^  C,  B.,  Parke,  B.,  and  Gume^,  B. 


Belcher  and  Others,  Assignees  of  Hannen,  a  Bankrupt,        Me^  9. 
V.  BEUJkJfr  and  Another,  Executors  of  Winsland. 

Assumpsit  against  the  defendants,  as  executors  of  H.,  residing  in 
N.  Winsland,  deceased,  for  money  had  and  received  by  indebted*toT. 
Winsland  in  his  lifetime  for  the  use  of  ihe  plaintiffs  as  q  ^Ju''g^'  ^^' 
assignees.  The  defendants  pleaded  that  thej  did  not  pro-  Janouy*  18^4, 
mise;  and  issue  having  been  joined  thereon,  the  following  and  for  a  vain- 
case  was,  by  consent,  stated  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court :—  tion  ~^^^' 
In  1843,  before  the  bankruptcy  of  Hannen,  R.  D.  Haw-  ti>e  debt  to  w., 

^   '  f        .  ■od  on  the 

kins,  residing  at  Port  Adelaide,  in  South  Australia,  was  22nd  January 
indebted  to  the  bankrupt  in  771/.  3^.  4d.,  being  the  debt  i^ter  noting 
referred  to  in  the  letter  of  the  said  N.  Winsland,  of  the  ^gSiicnt^  ^d 
22nd  January,  1844,  which  debt  is  not  yet  wholly  paid,  requiring  him 
In  1843,  the  bankrupt  directed  Hawkins  to  make  his  re-  to  w.  This 
mittances  on  account  of  this  debt  to  the  bankrupt's  son,  J.  ^ated^on  the 
Hannen,  jun.  15,  f «*^™7» 

"^  ^  1844,  in  the 

Afterwards,  and  before  the  bankruptcy,  viz.  on  the  8th  ordinary  waj  in 

which  letters  to 
New  South 
Wales  are  posted,  and  oonld  not  have  reached  Australia  before  the  10th  Februarj,  on  which 
daj  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued  against  A.  On  the  29th  January,  1844,  H.  remitted,  by  letter, 
50/.,  which  was  received  after  the  fiat  and  delivered  oyer  to  W.  The  assignees  of  A.  having  sued 
W.  for  the  amount— /Te/tf,  that,  W.  having  taken  every  possible  step  to  obtain  possession  of  the 
debt,  it  could  not  be  said  to  remain  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt,  vrith  the  con- 
tent of  the  true  owner,  within  the  meaning  of  the  72nd  section  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16. 
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1848.^  January,  1844,  the  bankrapt,  bonfi  fide,  and  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  by  deed,  assigned  to  the  said  N.  Winsland  the 
debt  due  from  Hawkins,  and  all  his,  the  bankrupt's,  interest 
therein,  so  far  as  he  could  by  deed  assign  the  same.  On 
the  1st  February,  1844,  and  before  the  bankruptcy,  N. 
Winsland  posted,  in  the  ordinary  way  in  which  letters  to 
New  South  Wales  are  posted,  a  letter  to  Hawkins,  with 
the  concurrence  of  the  bankrupt,  signed  by  him  at  the  foot 
thereof,  of  which  letter  and  concurrence  the  following  are 
true  copies : — 

"  To  Mr.  R.  D.  Hawkins,  Adelaide,  New  South  Wales, 
— ^I,  the  undersigned  Nicholas  Winsland,  &c.,  hereby  give 
you  notice,  imder  and  by  virtue  of  a  certain  indenture 
bearing  date  the  18th  of  January  instant,  and  made  between 
James  Hannen  therein  described  of  the  one  part,  and  my- 
self of  the  other  part,  certain  goods,  or  the  proceeds  thereof, 
and  all  monies  now  due,  or  to  become  due,  from  you  to 
the  said  James  Hannen  in  respect  thereof,  amounting  to 
771/.  Ss.  4d»y  were  assigned  and  transferred  to  me,  the  said 
Nicholas  Winsland.  And  I  give  you  further  notice,  and 
require  you  to  make  all  further  remittances  on  account  of 
the  said  goods  or  monies  to  me  or  to  my  credit  at  my 

bankers',  Coutts  &  Co.,  Strand,  London,  whose  acknow- 
ledgment will  be  your  sufficient  discharge.    Dated  this 

22nd  day  of  January,  1844. 

"  Nicholas  Winsland. 

«  Witness,  John  Burder,"  &c 

''  I  concur  in  the  above  notice.     Dated  this  22nd  day 

of  January,  1844. 

*'  James  Hannen. 

"  Witness,  John  Burder,  William  Gozzard." 

The  fiat  issued  on  the  10th  Februaiy,  1844.  The  letter 
could  not  have  reached  Port  Adelaide  by  that  day ;  and 
Hawkins  had  no  notice  of  the  assignment  at  the  date  of  the 
fiat,  nor  at  the  date  of  the  bill  hereinafter  mentioned ;  nor 
could  any  other  letter  have  reached  Port  Adelude  on  or 
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before  the  lOtih  Febitiory,  if  the  same  had  been  regularly  1848. 
posted  on  the  eaid  8th  January,  1844 ;  nor  could  the  said  N. 
Winsland  byanymeans  have  communicated  to  the  said  Haw- 
kins, or  have  given  him  notice  of  the  aforesaid  assignment, 
or  the  fact  of  the  execution  of  the  aforesaid  deed,  before  the 
isBoing  of  the  said  fiat,  or  the  date  of  the  said  bill  herein- 
after mentioned.  Save  as  aforesaid,  nothing  had  been  done 
to  prevent  the  debt  from  being  in  the  reputed  ownership  of 
the  bankrupt. 

On  the  291k  January,  1844,  a  bill  for  £50  was  remitted 
to  the  bankrupt's  said  son,  James  Hannen,  jun.,  in  a  letter 
fiom  Hawkins,  which  was  received  by  the  bankrupt's  said 
son  after  the  issuing  of  the  fiat,  and  after  he  had  notice 
from  the  said  N.  Winsland  of  the  aforesaid  assignment  firom 
the  bankrupt.  The  letter  stated  that  the  inclosed  bill  for 
£50  on  the  Bank  of  South  Australia  was  in  favour  of  J. 
Hannen,  jun.;  and  the  bill  was  remitted  to  him,  and  received 
by  him  in  pursuance  of  the  direction  aforesaid,  on  account 
of  the  debt  due  from  the  said  B.  D  Hawkins.  On  receiv* 
log  thiB  bill  of  exchange,  J.  Hannen,  jun.,  having  been  in- 
denmified  by  N.  Winsland,  inclosed  and  delivered  the  bill 
to  him,  and  the  amount  thereof  was  received  by  the  said  N. 
Winsland. 

The  Court  vras  to  be  at  liberty  to  draw  any  inference  of 
fiict  that  a  jury  might  draw. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whether 
the  assignees  were  entitled  to  recover  the  proceeds  of  the 
bin  from  the  defendants,  as  executors  of  the  said  N.  Wins- 
knd.  If  they  were,  then  the  defendants  were  to  withdraw 
their  plea,  and  judgment  by  default  was  to  be  entered  for 
the  plaintiff,  with  damages  £50,  with  interest  at  6L  per 
cent,  firom  the  16th  September,  1844,  by  confession.  If 
not,  a  nolle  prosequi  was  to  be  entered. 

BramweUf  for  the  plaintifis. — The  case  falls  within  the 
72nd  section  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c  16,  which 
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1848.        16  an  extremely  beneficial    clause,  having  for  its  object 
BsLCHBR      ^^^  preventing  traders  from  obtaining  false  credit  bj  the 
B^:;mx.      apparent  ownership  of  property.     The  enactment  is.  in- 
deed^  qualified  bj  a  statement  that  the  reputed  owner- 
ship shall  be  with  the  consent  of  the  true  owner;  but 
that  means  a  permissive  occupation  not  contrary  to  his 
consent.    In  this  case^  the  defendants'  testator  consented; 
for  he  took  an  assignment  of  the  debt  with  full  know- 
ledge that  the  bankrupt  must  remain  for  some  months 
the  reputed  owner  of  it.     [PoUocky  C.  B. — The  fallacy  of 
your  argument  lies  in  assuming  that  he  consented  because 
he  put  himself  in  the  situation  of  being  the  true  owner. 
But  when  he  consented,  he  was  not  the  true  owner;  and 
as  soon  as  he  became  so,  he  dissented.]     If  goods  once 
vested  in  the  purchaser  be  allowed  to  remain  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  vendor  for  any  time,  however  short,  they 
wiU,  in  the  event  of  his  bankruptcy,  pass  to  the  assignees. 
It  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be  a  willingness  of 
mind  on  the  part  of  the  real  owner,  but  merely  a  state 
of  things  which  he  might  have  prevented  if  he  thought 
fit.     Suppose  money  is  left  to  a  woman  on  condition  of  her 
marrying  with  her  guardian's  consent,  and,  such  consent 
being  given,  the  marriage  takes  place  in  a  distant  country ; 
can  it  be  said  that  there  was  no  consent  because  the  guar- 
dian, having  discovered  that  the  husband  was  an  unworthy 
person,  afterwards,  and  before  the  marriage,  became  desirous 
of  signifying  his  dissent,  but  was  prevented  by  distance 
from  so  doing  ?    This  view  of  the  section  is  fortified  by  the 
words,  '^  or  whereof  he  had  taken  upon  him  the  sale,  altera- 
tion, or  disposition,  as  owner."  Agtun,  the  proviso  as  to  the 
mortgage  or  assignment  of  ships  shews  that  the  construc- 
tion contended  for  is  correct;  for  that  proviso  would  be 
unnecessary  if  the  possession  wero  against  the  consent  of 
the  mortgagee,  in  cases  where  he  could  not  provent  it 
Livesay  v.  Hood  {a)  decided  that  goods  in  the  hands  of  a 

(a)  2  Campb.  83. 
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retail  dealer  upon  sale  or  return  passed  under  a  oommisaon        1848. 
of  bankniptcj  against  him  by  the  21  Jac,  1,  c.  19.  [Parker      bilchm 
R— The  cases  relatinir  to  the  assiCTment  of  goods  abroad     ^    ^• 

^  ^  .        °  Bellamy. 

have  always  turned  upon  whether  the  assignee  has  done  all 
m  his  power  to  get  possession  of  the  property.  In  Brown 
Y*  HeaAcaie  (a\  a  debtor  assigned  to  his  creditor  certain 
goods  in  two  ships  then  at  sea,  and  delivered  to  him  the 
bills  of  lading  and  invoice ;  and  the  debtor  having  become 
bankrupt,  it  was  held,  that,  as  everything  which  could  shew 
a  right  to  the  goods  was  delivered  over  to  the  creditor,  the 
bankrupt  could  not  be  said  to  haye  the  order  and  disposi- 
tion of  the  goods.  Your  argument  amounts  to  this,  that 
goods  at  sea  can  never  be  purchased  so  as  to  defeat  the 
daim  of  the  assignees,  in  the  event  of  the  vendor  becoming 
bankrupt.  But,  in  general,  there  exist  some  indicia  of 
property,  as  bills  of  lading,  &c.  In  fact,  your  argument 
goes  to  this  length,  that  no  goods  at  a  distance  could  be 
safely  purchased  at  alL]  The  purchase  of  the  debt,  with 
knowledge  that  it  must  of  necessity  remain  for  some  time  in 
the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt,  is  of  itself  a  con- 
sent* Suppose  the  deed  of  assignment  had  contained  a  cove^ 
Dant  not  to  give  notice  to  the  debtor  for  three  months ;  ac- 
cording to  the  argument  on  the  other  side,  that  would  not 
have  been  a  consent,  because  the  debtor  could  not  possibly 
receive  notice  of  the  assignment  within  that  period.  The 
Macy  is  in  supposing  that  there  must  be  a  continuing  con- 
sent. [He  cited  1  Mont  &  Ayr.,  Bankrupt  Law,  854; 
Ixngard  v.  Messiier(b) ;  Fletcher  v.  Manvmg  (c).] 

Peacock  appeared  to  argue  for  the  defendants  on  the  8th 
May,  the  plaintifis'  counsel  bdng  then  absent;  and,  after 
citing  Bum  y.  Carvalho  (d),  Load  v.  Green  («),  and  Fletcher 
y.  Manvingi  was  stopped  by  the  Court 

(o)  1  Atk.  160.  (d)  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  690. 

{h)  1  B.  &  C.  308.  («)  15  M.  &  W.  216. 

(o)  12  M.  &  W.  571. 


V. 

Bkllamt. 
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1848.  P0LLOCK5  C.  B. — ^It  is  probable  that  this  clause  of  the 

BBLCHia     statute  was  not  intended  to  apply  to  debts,  bat  only  to 
cases  in  which  there  was  a  visible  possession  and  apparent 
ownership  of  property,  which  gave  to  the  trader  the  ssn- 
blance  of  wealth,  and  so  enabled  him  to  obtain  credit.  But, 
since  the  case  of  Byall  v.  Eolle  (a),  it  is  too  late  to  doubt 
whether  debts  are  within  the  enactment.     The  question  as 
to  debts  has  nev^  received  the  same  consideration  as  that 
of  goods  and  chattels,  because  in  reality  no  man  has  an 
apparent  ownership  of  debts,  or  obtains  credit  by  means  of 
them,  since  debts  are  generally  unknown.     The  question  as 
to  debts  has  chiefly  arisen  in  cases  of  assignments  of  debts, 
bonds,  and  policies  of  assurance,  where  upon  the  assign- 
ment no  notice  has  been  given;  and  it  has  been  held  that 
the  debts  still  renuuned  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the 
bankrupt,  with  the  consent  of  the  true  owner.     No  doubt 
the  statutes  of  bankruptcy  passed  with  a  view  to  a  different 
state  of  things  from  that  which  now  prevails ;  and,  if  we 
were  called  upon  for  the  first  time  to  put  a  construction 
on  those  statutes,  it  may  be  that  we  should  not  concur  in 
all  the  dedsions.     I  differ  from  Mr.  BranaoeU  in  opinicm 
that  this  is  an  extremely  beneficial  chiuse,  and  one  to  be 
enforced  in  every  case.     It  would  very  much  paralyse  com- 
mercial transactions,  if  it  were  necessary  that  every  transfisr 
of  the  property  in  goods  should  be  accompanied  by  an  in* 
stantaneous  delivery.     The  modem  rule  is,  that  goods  are 
not  deemed  to  be  in  the  possession  of  a  trader,  with  the 
consent  of  the  true  owner,  if  the  latter  takes  every  possible 
pains  to  obtain  possession  of  them.     The  question  then  is, 
whether  the  true  owner  in  this  case  consented  to  tiie  goods 
remaining  in  the  possession  of  the  bankrupt     He  oertainly 
did  not ;  for,  immediately  he  became  owner,  he  took  every 
possible  step  to  give  effect  to  the  assignment — ^namely,  by 
sending  notice  to  the  debtor ;  but  before  the  notice  arrived, 

(a)  1  Atk.  166 ;  S.  C,  1  Yes.  348,  nom.  RyM  v.  BowUi. 
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the  assignor  of  the  debt  became  bankrupt.    It  is  argued,         1848. 
that,  because  the  plaintiff  took  an  assignment  of  the  debt,      bslchul 
he  consented  to  its  remaininc^  with  the  bankrupt.     I  cannot     _    ^- 
agree  to  that.     The  assignee  took  the  debt  with  a  right  to 
daim  it  instanter,  and  he  does  so,  as  far  as  time  and  space 
will  permit.     Our  judgment  must,  therefore,  be  for  the 
defendant 

Pabke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    I  concur  in 
the  observations  of  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  with  reference 
to  the  statutes  of  bankruptcy.     In  the  first  instance,  they 
were  not  supposed  to  apply  to  choses  in  action.     That, 
however,  was  settled  by  the  case  of  RyaU  v.  JRoUe.    It 
cannot  be  doubted  that  the  bankrupt  law  was  originally 
made  when  commerce  was  in  a  very  different  state  from  the 
present,  and  that  at  this  period  the  legislature  would  not 
enable  a  bankrupt  to  pay  his  debts  with  the  goods  of 
another  person.    Whatever  may  have  been  the  state  of 
commerce  in  the  time  of  James  I,  it  is  evident  that,  at 
the  present  day,  a  trader  does  not  obtain  credit  by  the  pos- 
session and  apparent  ownership  of  other  persons'  goods,  but 
in  consequence  of  his  general  estimation  as  a  merchant. 
However,  be  that  as  it  may,  we  must  construe  the  Bank- 
rupt Act  as  it  stands,  and  then  it  is  dear  that  the  present 
case  is  not  within  its  provisionfi.     In  order  to  be  so,  there 
must  be  a  real  owner,  distinct  from  the  i^parent  owner,  and 
the  real  owner  must  have  consented  that  the  trader  should 
have  possession  of  the  goods.    There  cannot  be  a  better 
explanation  of  the  statute  of  James  (a)  than  the  judgment 
of  Lord  Bedesdale  in  the  case  oiJoy  v.  Campbell  {b)^  where, 
in  construing  a  similar  clause  in  the  Irish  Act  (11  &  12 
Geo.  3,  c  8,  s.  9),  he  states  it  to  mean,  '^  Where  the  pos- 
sesion, order,  and  disposition  is  in  a  person  who  is  not  the 
owner,  to  whom  the  goods  do  not  properly  bdong,  and  who 

(a)  21  Jac.  1,  c.  19,  s.  11.  (b)  1  Scho.  &  Lef.  336. 
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1848.        ought  not  to  have  them,  but  whom  the  owner  permits, 

Bblcubii      unconsdientiouslj  as  the  act  supposes,  to  have  such  order 

V-  and  disposition.     The  object  was  to  prevent  deceit  by  a 

AKLLAICT*  I'll 

trader,  from  the  visible  possession  of  property  to  which  he 
was  not  entitled ;  but  in  the  construction  of  the  act  the 
nature  of  the  possession  has  always  been  considered,  and 
the  words  have  been  construed  to  mean,  possession  of  the 
goods  of  another,  with  the  consent  of  the  true  owner. ** 
Apply  that  to  the  present  case.     The  real  owner  was  the 
defendant,  to  whom  the  debt  was  assigned.     The  assign- 
ment bound  the  assignor  in  equity ;  and  when  tiie  defend- 
ant had  taken  all  proper  steps  to  obtain  possession  of  the 
debt,  he  became  entitied  to  it,  both  at  law  and  in  equity ; 
and  the  bankrupt's  assignees  could  not  claim  it,  unless  the 
defendant  had  unconscientiously  permitted  it  to  lemain  in 
the  possession  of  the  bankrupt.    It  appears,  however,  that 
he  could  not  prevent  it,  and  that  everything  was  done  that 
could  be  done,  so  that  it  is  impossible  to  say  the  real  owner 
consented  to  the  bankrupt  retaining  possession.     In  Load 
V.  Green  (a),  trover  was  brought  for  goods  obtained  by  a 
party,  afterwards  bankrupt,  with  the  fraudulent  intention 
of  never  paying  for  them,  and  that  was  held  sufficient  to 
prevent  the  operation  of  Xh^  statute.    According  to  Mr. 
BramweWs  argument,  in  all  cases  where  there  is  a  purchase 
of  goods,  under  such  drcumstances  that  the  vendee  cannot 
possibly  have  immediate  possession,  he  consents  to  their 
remaining  in  the  possession  of  the  vendor.     If  that  argu- 
ment ,were  correct,  the  effect  would  be  to  prevent  any  as- 
signment of  goods  abroad,  and  all  commerce  with  respect 
to  such  goods  must  be  at  an  end.     The  case  suggested,  of 
an  assignee  of  a  debt  binding  himself  not  to  give  notice  to 
the  debtor  within  a  certain  period,  might  be  a  case  of  pos- 
session by  the  debtor  with  Uie  consent  of  the  true  owner, 
because  during  the  stipulated  time  he  absolutely  precludes 

(a)  15  M.  &  W.  216. 
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himself  from  taking  any  step  to  prevent  the  debt  from        1848. 
remaining  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt.      belchbr 
That  point,  however,  it  is  unnecessary  to  decide.     Here,  v- 

the  moment  the  assignment  took  place,  the  assignee  of  the 
debt  used  every  means  in  his  power  to  obtain  possession 
of  it 

BoLFE,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  72nd  sec- 
lion  enacts,  '^  that,  if  any  bankrupt,  at  the  time  he  becomes 
bankrupt,  shall,  by  the  consent  and  permission  of  the  true 
owner  thereof,  have  in  his  possession,  order,  or  disposition 
any  goods  or  chattels,  whereof  he  was  reputed  owner,"  they 
shall  pass  to  his  assignees.  Now,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the 
''consent  and  permission"  there  spoken  of  b  something 
which  must  be  proved,  not  to  be  inferred  from  the  mere 
fact  of  nothing  being  done.  Were  it  not  for  the  decisions, 
I  should  have  thought  it  extremely  doubtful  whether  a 
debt  could  be  said  to  be  left  in  the  order  and  disposition  of 
a  bankrupt,  with  the  consent  of  the  true  owner ;  but  the 
doctrine  in  Ryall  v.  Bolk  has  prevailed  so  long,  that  we 
are  bound  by  it :  therefore  a  person,  purchasing  a  chose  in 
action,  is  considered  to  leave  it  in  the  possession  of  the 
debtor,  unless  he  is  active  and  gives  notice ;  although,  if 
he  takes  every  possible  step  to  give  notice,  and  the  debt 
nevertheless  remains  in  the  possession  of  the  bankrupt,  it 
does  not  so  remain  with  the  consent  and  penmssion  of  the 
purchaser.  If,  as  suggested  by  Mr.  Bramwelly  he  does  not 
give  notice  for  three  months,  during  that  period  the^ebt 
remains  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  debtor ;  but  the 
moment  he  gives  notice,  it  is  otherwise ;  and  the  fact,  that 
many  months  must  elapse  before  the  notice  can  take  effect, 
does  not  alter  the  case. 

Plait,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 


312  EXCHEQUER  REPORTS. 

1848. 

April  15.  EsDAiLE  (Public  Officer,  &c)  v.  TRUSTWELiii. 

A  decUntion  X  HIS  was  a  rule  callmg  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause 
on  a  jadgment  whj  the  judgment  signed  herein,  and  all  subsequent  pro- 
STpuSSc^ffi-'  <5eedings,  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  why  an  order  of 
cer of  theLon-  Pfaft  B.,  should  not  be  rescinded,  under  the  followinff  cir- 

don  and  West-  r»M  •     .  •  .        5    • 

minster  Bank,  cumstances : — The  plaintiff  having  declared  in  scire  facias 
p^lic  officer  of  ^P^^  ^  judgment  recovered  bj  him  as  registered  public 
WesUWdin"^  officer  of  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank,  against  the 
Banking  Com-   registered  public  officer  of  the  Leeds  and  West  Kiding 

pany,  for  the       _. 

samof5i»373/.  Banking  Company,  for  the  sum  of  51,373/.  125.  7dl,  the 
ins  been  de-^'  defendant  demurred  to  the  declaration.  The  demurrer 
"iS^*^'  *^d  ^^*"^®  ^^  ^^^  argument  on  the  17th  November,  when,  at  the 
ed,  and,  within  suggestion  of  the  Court,  the  plaintiff  elected  to  amend  the 
the  amendment,  declaration  and  writ  (a),  by  alleging  that  "  R.  Trustwell  is 
Swded^n*"*  *  member  of  the  said  co-partnership."  On  the  29th  No- 
abatement,  vember,  beimr  two  days  after  the  amendment,  the  defend- 
that,  at  the  very  1  .  , 
same  time  when  ant  pleaded  m  abatement,  ^^that,  at  the  very  same  time 

and  before  E.  '  ^^  ^^  ^^  ^^^  (Ao^  issued,  and  before  the  said  J.  Esdaile 
th^iSin^  '  declared,  to  wit,  on  &c,  the  said  J.  Esdaile,  then  being  one 
public  officer,     of  the  registered  public  officers  of  the  co-partnership  in  the 

issned  a  writ  of.  .i/.i  n  •  j 

scire  facias  declaration  mentioned,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on,  and 
another  mem-  *^®°  Carrying  on,  the  trade  and  business  of  bankers  in  Eng- 
ber  of  the  com-  \^^^  ^g.,  (and  which  said  J.  Esdaile  had  then  been  duly 

pany,  at  the  .  .  .  . 

time  of  jadg-      nominated  and  appointed  such  registered  public  officer  as 

ment  recovered. 
The  plea  set 

out  the  writ  and  declaration,  and  averred  that  the  judgments  mentioned  in  the  two  writs  of  scire 
facias  were  one  and  the  same  judgment ;  and  that,  at  the  time  of  the  recovery  of  the  judgment 
and  the  issuing  of  the  writ  of  scire  facias  against  the  defendant,  D.  was  a  member  of  the  co- 
partnership. It  then  averred  the  identity  of  the  companies,  and  that  D.  was  alive,  and  the  suit 
against  him  still  pending.  The  affidavit  in  verification  of  this  plea  stated,  that  the  paper- 
writing  thereto  annexed  was  a  true  copy  of  the  issue,  wherein  £.,  as  such  public  officer,  was 
plaintiff,  and  D.  defendant ;  and  that  judgment  was  signed  in  such  action  by  £.  against  D.,  on 
&c.,  for  the  sum  of  51,373/.  \2t.  Id,  The  plaintiff  having  signed  judgment,  on  the  grounds 
that  the  defendant  was  not  entitled  to  plead  in  abatement,  and  that  the  affidavit  of  verification 
was  insufficient — Held^  that  the  judgment  was  regular,  inasmuch  as  the  affidavit  did  not  state 
even  the  defendant's  belief  that  the  two  writs  issned  at  the  same  time.  But  BembUf  that  the  de- 
fendant was  entitled  to  plead  in  abatement. 

(a)  See  the  case,  1  £xch.  371. 


EABTER  T£RM,    li  VICT,  313 

aforesaid,  and  then  sued  as  nominal  plaintiff  for  and  on  be-        184& 
half  of  the  sidd  persons  united  in  co-partnership  as  aforesaid^       Ew>ail« 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  passed  v. 

in  that  behalf),  issued  a  certun  writ  dose  of  our  Lady  the 
Queen,  which  said  writ  dose,  at  the  time  of  the  issuing 
thereof,  waa  in  the  words  and  figures  following,  that  is  to 
say/'  (the  writ  was  then  set  out  at  length,  and  stated  that  J. 
Esdaile,  registered  public  officer  &c.,  had  recovered  against 
G.  Smith,  the  registered  public  officer  of  the  Leeds  and 
West  Biding  Banking  Company,  the  sum  of  51,373^  12«.  7d., 
which  was  adjudged  to  tiie  plaintiff,  and  that  John  Dawson, 
of  Pndsey,  near  Leeds,  at  the  time  of  such  judgment,  was, 
and  from  thence  hitherto  hath  been  and  still  is,  a  member 
of  the  said  co-partnership.  Then  followed  the  usual  com- 
mand to  the  sheriff  to  make  known  to  the  sud  J.  Dawson, 
&c,  and  the  sheriff's  return  of  nil).  The  plea  then  set  out 
the  dedaration  against  J.  Dawson,  and  proceeded  thus : — 
^*  And  the  said  B.  Trustwell  further  says,  that  the  judg^ 
ment  mentioned  in  the  last-mentioned  writ  of  scire  fadas, 
and  the  judgment  mentioned  in  the  said  writ  of  scire  fadaa 
so  issued  against  the  said  B.  Trustwell,  are  one  and  the 
same  judgment,  and  not  other  and  different  judgments; 
and  that,  at  the  time  of  the  recovery  of  the  said  judgment, 
and  thence  continually  up  to  and  at  the  time  of  the  issuing 
of  the  said  last^mentioned  writ  of  sdre  fiEu^ias  against  the 
defendant^  the  said  J.  Dawson  was  a  member  of  the  said 
co-partnership,  and  that  the  said  co-partnership,  in  the  said 
several  writs  of  scire  facias  described  as  *  The  Leeds  and 
West  Biding  Banking  Company,'  were  one  and  the  same 
oo-partnership ;  that,  at  the  time  of  the  recovery  of  the 
said  judgment,  the  said  G.  Smith  was  one  of  the  registered 
public  officers  of  the  said  co-partnership ;  and  the  said  co- 
partnership was  a  co-partnership  of  persons  united  in  co- 
partnership for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on,  and  then  car- 
rying on,  the  trade  and  business  of  bankers  in  Engknd, 
according  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute  made  and  passed 
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1848.        in  that  behalf,  under  and  hj  the  style  or  title  of  '  The 
g^^]J[]^      Leeds  and  West  Riding  Banking  Company ;'  and  that,  at 
^*  the  time  of  the  recovery  of  the  said  judgment,  the  said 

G.  Smith  had  then  been  duly  nominated  and  appointed, 
and  then  was  such  registered  public  officer  as  aforesaid,  by 
virtue  of  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided ;  that 
the  said  J.  Dawson  is  still  alive,  and  that  the  said  writ  of 
scire  fadas  agiunst  the  said  J.  Dawson,  and  the  suit  so 
thereby  commenced  against  the  said  J.  Dawson,  are  still 
depending  in  the  court  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  before  the 
Barons  of  her  Exchequer,  and  still  are  undetermined." 
Verification,  and  prayer  of  judgment  of  the  writ  and  deda* 
ration. 

The  affidavit  in  verification  of  the  above  plea  was  as 
follows: — "In  the  Exchequer  of  Pleas. — Between  J. 
Esdaile,  one  of  the  registered  public  officers  of  certain  per- 
sons, united  in  co-partnership,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
on,  and  carrying  on,  the  trade  and  business  of  bankers  in 
England,  under  and  by  the  style  or  title  of  '  The  London 
and  Westminster  Bank,'  plaintifi^;  and  Bichard  TrustweU, 
defendant. — Andrew  Duncan  the  younger,  clerk  to  Andrew 
Duncan,  of  &c,  agent  for  the  defendant  in  this  cause, 
maketh  oath  and  saith,  that  the  paper-writing  hereto  an- 
nexed, marked  (A),  is  a  true  copy  of  the  issue  wherein  the 
said  J.  Esdaile,  as  such  public  officer  as  aforesaid,  is  the 
plaintifi^,  and  J.  Dawson,  of  Pudsey,  near  Leeds,  in  the 
county  of  York,  is  defendant.  And  the  deponent  further 
saith,  that  judgment  was  signed  in  the  last-mentioned  cause 
by  the  s^d  J.  Esdaile,  as  such  public  officer,  against  the 
said  J.  Dawson,  in  thb  honourable  court,  on  the  15th  day 
of  November  instant,  for  the  sum  of51,373Z.  12^.  7d,  da- 
mages, and  33^  11^.  costs,  as  appears  by  the  judgment- 
book  of  this  honourable  court,  which  deponent  has  in- 
spected.    Sworn"  &c. 

After  the  delivery  of  the  above  plea  and  affidavit,  the 
plaintiff  signed  judgment,  on  the  grounds,  first,  that  the 
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defendant  was  not  entitled  to  plead  in  abatement ;  second-         1848. 
ly,  that  the  affidavit  of  verification  was  insufficient.     On      ^^j;^ 
the  9th  of  December  a  summons  was  taken  out  to  set  aside  *'• 

the  judgment  for  irregularity^  which  summons  was  heard  by 
Jfo^  B.^  and  dismissed.  In  List  Hilary  Term  the  present 
rule  was  obtained^  against  which 

Bamll  shewed  cause. — ^First^  the  practice  of  allowing  two 
days*  time  to  plead  to  a  declaration  amended  after  demur- 
rer (a)  does  not  authorise  the  defendant  to  plead  in  abate- 
ment, but  he  must  obtain  an  order  for  that  purpose.  It  is 
like  a  special  imparlance  und^  the  old  practice,  which  was 
necessary  to  enable  a  defendant  to  plead  in  abatement  with- 
in the  first  four  days  of  the  next  term  after  the  delivery  or 
fihng  and  notice  of  declaration :  Tidd's  Prac.  462.  The 
amended  declaration  cannot  be  treated  as  a  new  declara- 
tion; therefore  the  defendant,  by  demurring,  has  waived 
his  privilege  of  pleading  in  abatement.  Secondly,  the  affi- 
davit of  verification  is  insufficient.  Great  strictness  is  re- 
quired in  affidavits  in  support  of  dilatory  pleas.  In  Onslow 
V.  Booth  (b\  **  a  plea  of  privilege  of  derk  to  a  prothonotary 
in  Common  Bench  was  set  aside,  the  affidavit  annexed  to 
it  being,  that  this  is  a  true  plea,  and  not  that  the  plea  is  tme, 
the  statute  requiring  the  affidavit  should  establish  the  fact, 
and  not  the  legality  of  the  plea."  [Parke^  B. — Any  affida- 
vit is  sufficient,  which  satisfies  the  conscience  of  the  Court 
that  the  plea  is  true.]  The  present  affidavit  is  defective  in 
many  particulars.  It  does  not  shew  that  the  judgment  re- 
covered against  J.  Dawson  was  recovered  in  the  action  now 
brought  against  the  present  defendant,  but  only  that  the 
names  and  sums  are  the  same.  There  is  nothing  to  iden- 
tify the  debt  or  the  banking  companies ;  nor  is  there  any 
aU^ation  that  J.  Dawson  was  a  member  of  the  Leeds  and 


(a)  See  Smith  y.  Heam,  12  M.  &  W.  715;  1  Dowl.  &  L.  992. 

(&}  2  Stra.  704. 
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April  20. 

A  joint  and  se- 
veral  coTenant 
by  A.  and  other 
persons,  that 
"they  or  some 
or  one  of 
them  "  wiU 
pay  a  certain 
sum,  may  be 
declared  apon 
as  a  covenant 
by  A.  to  pay, 
and  debt  will 
lie  on  such  a 
coTCnant. 


Caldwell  and  Others  v.  Becke. 

Debt — The  declaration  stated,  that  on  the  30th  Au- 
gust, A.D.  1845,  by  a  oertam  indenture  then  made  hj 
the  defendant  (profert),  the  defendant  did,  for  himself, 
his  heirs,  executors,  &c.,  covenant  with  the  plaintiffs,  their 
executors,  &c,  that  he,  the  defendant,  would  pay  to  the 
plaintiffs,  their  executors,  &c,  the  sum  of  £250,  and  inter- 
est thereon  at  the  rate  of  £5  per  cent,  per  annum,  on  the 
30th  August  then  next,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  30th  August^ 
A.D.  1846,  without  any  deduction  whatsoever,  prout  patet, 
&c  Averment,  that,  although  the  plaintiffs  have  performed 
all  things  in  the  indenture  on  their  part  to  be  performed, 
and  although  the  30th  August,  a«d.  1846,  elapsed  before 
the  commencement  of  the  suit,  yet  the  defendant  did  not, 
on  the  30th  August,  a«d.  1846,  or  at  any  time,  pay  to  the 
pliuntifik  the  said  sum  of  £250  and  interest  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded  non  est  factum,  after  setting  out 
on  oyer  the  indenture,  which  was  made  the  30th  August, 
A.  D.  1845,  between  Francis  Augustus  Burdett  Bonny, 
(thereinafter,  for  the  sake  of  brevity,  styled  "the  said  bor- 
rower"), of  the  first  part ;  William  Balis,  William  Bonny, 
and  George  Becke,  of  the  second  part;  and  Frederick  Cald- 
well, Henry  Chilton,  and  Frederick  Fuller,  of  the  third 
part^      After  reciting,  that  **  by  a  policy  of  assurance  of 
the  English  and  Scottish  Law  Life  Assurance  and  Loan 
Association,  the  funds  of  the  association  were  charged  with 
the  payment  to  the  executors,  &c.  of  the  said  borrower  of 
£500  within  three  months  after  proof  of  his  decease ;"  also 
reciting,  that  "  the  said  borrower  had  agreed  with  the  said 
parties  thereto  of  the  third  part  for  the  loan  of  £250  on  the 
security  of  an  assignment  of  the  said  policy,  and  also  by  the 
joint  and  several  covenants  of  the  said  borrower,  and  of  the 
said  parties  thereto  of  the  second  part  i"  it  was  witnessed, 
that,  in  consideration  of  £250  to  the  said  borrower  paid  by 
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the  parties  of  the  third  part,  the  said  borrower,  &c.,  as-  1848. 
signed  to  them  the  policy,  with  a  proviso  for  redemption 
on  repayment  of  £250  and  interest.  The  following  was 
the  covenant  on  which  the  action  was  brought: — ''And 
the  said  borrower,  and,  as  his  sureties,  the  said  parties 
hereto  of  the  second  part,  do  hereby,  for  themselves,  their 
heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  jointly  and  severally 
covenant  with  the  said  parties  hereto  of  the  third  part, 
their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  that  they  the 
said  parties  hereto  of  the  first  and  second  parts,  or  some  or 
one  of  them,  their  or  some  or  one  of  their  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, or  assigns,  will  pay  to  the  said  parties  hereto 
of  the  third  part,  their  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
the  sidd  sum  of  £250  and  interest  as  aforesaid,  on  the  30th 
day  of  August  next,  without  any  deduction  whatsoever." 

At  the  trial,  before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sit- 
tings after  last  Hilary  Term,  it  was  objected,  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant,  that  there  was  a  variance  between  the 
covenant  set  out  in  the  declaration  and  that  contdned  in 
the  indenture ;  also  that  debt  would  not  lie  on  this  cove- 
nant. The  learned  judge  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff, reserving  leave  for  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a 
nonsuit. 

Martin  now  moved  accordingly. — There  is  either  a  vari- 
ance, or  debt  will  not  lie.  The  covenant  contained  in  the 
indenture  is  not  an  absolute  covenant  to  pay,  but  a  collateral 
covenant  that  the  defendant  and  the  parties  of  the  second 
part,  or  some  one  or  other  of  them,  shall  pay.  In  Harrison 
V.  Matthews  {a\  the  declaration  stated  that,  by  an  inden- 
ture made  between  J.  EL  of  the  first  part,  the  defendant 
of  the  second  part,  W.  A*  the  elder  of  the  third  part, 
W.  A.  the  younger  of  the  fourth  part,  and  the  plaintiff  of 
the  fifth  part,  the  defendant  covenanted  with  the  plaintiff, 
that  they,  the  defendant,  the  said  J.  H.,  W.  A.  the  elder, 

(a)  10  M.  &  W.  768. 
VOL.  n.  T  BXCH. 
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and  W.  A.  the  youDger,  or  aome  or  one  of  them^  should 
or  would  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  unto  the  pluntifF  £300; 
and  that  was  held  a  collateral  covenant,  and  that  the  action 
for  the  recoyery  of  the  money  ought  to  be  in  covenant,  and 
not  in  debt.  [Farke,  B. — There  the  covenant  was  by  the 
defendant,  that  he  and  three  other  persons,  not  parties  to 
the  indenture,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  would  payO  The  legal 
effect  of  this  covenant  is  improperly  stated  in  the  declara- 
tion :  the  breach  should  have  been^  that  neither  the  defend- 
ant and  the  parties  of  the  second  part,  or  any  <me  of  them, 
paid.  [Parke,  B. — The  covenant  is  by  the  defendant  and 
other  persons,  that  they,  '^  or  some  or  one  of  them,'*  shall 
pay;  and  that  is  declared  upon  as  a  covenant  that  the  de- 
fendant would  pay.    Addison  v.  Gibwn  (a)  diews  that  to  be 

no  variance.] 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  10  Q^  B.  106. 


i%2. 

An  agreement 
made  in  1840, 
when  the  55 
Geo.  3,  0.  184, 
required  a  £\ 
itamp,  was, 
anhseqoently  to 
the  7  &  8  Vict. 
e.  21,  itamped 
nnder  a  penal- 
ty with  a  2f.6d. 
stamp: — H€ld, 
that  the  agree- 
ment was  ad- 
miaaiblje  in  eri- 
denoe. 


Deakin,  and  Hannah  his  Wife,  t;.  Penniall. 

Assumpsit  for  money  lent  to  the  defendant  by  the 
plaintiff  Hannah,  whilst  she  was  sole  and  unmarried,  and 
for  money  due  on  an  account  stated.  Plea,  non  assump- 
sit ;  upon  which  issue  was  joined. 

At  the  trial,  before  Pollock^  C.  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sit- 
tings after  last  Michaelmas  Term,  the  plaintrSs  gave  in  evi- 
dence the  following  document,  signed  by  the  defendant: — 

"January  1,  1840. 

**  Miss  Hannah  Penniall, — ^L  O.  IT.  ten  pounds,  which  I 
promise  to  pay  you  when  I  shall  have  received  my  legacy 
which  my  aunt  shall  leave  me." 

The  document  had  been  stamped,  on  payment  of  the 
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penalty,  with  the  stamp  of  2$.  6d.,  pursuant  to  the  7  &  8  1848. 
Vict.  c.  21,  B.  2,  ''  Schedule,"  which  received  the  royal  as- 
sent in  1844.  The  defendant's  counsel  objected  to  the  re- 
ception of  this  document,  on  the  ground  that,  having  been 
made  in  1840,  at  which  time  the  55  Geo.  3,  c  184,  (Sche- 
dule, Part  L,  "  Agreement"),  was  in  force,  it  required  an 
agreement  stamp  of  £l.  The  learned  judge  overruled  the 
objection,  and  admitted  the  docum^it,  reserving  leave  for 
the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

fftOes,  on  the  29th  April,  moved  accordingly.— The  7  &8 
Vkt.  c.  21,  <'  Schedule,"*  imposes  a  duty  of  2s.  M.  <'  for  and 
in  respect  of  every  agreement,  <Mr  minute  or  memorandum 
of  an  agreement,  now  chargeable  with  the  duty  of  one  pound, 
under  the  head  or  tide  of  *^  Agreement,^  in  the  schedule  to 
the  act  55  Greo.  3,  c.  184,  annexed.''  But  this  agreement, 
having  been  made  before  that  statute  passed,  ought  to  have 
been  stamped  with  the  £1  stamp,  required  by  the  55  Geo. 
3,  c  184.  The  stamp  duty  is  in  the  nature  of  a  grant  to 
the  Crown,  and  is  due  immediately  the  contract  is  entered 
into.  \PoUocky  C.  B. — Suppose  parties  sign  an  unstamped 
agreement,  and  in  a  short  time  afterwards  something  occurs 
which  renders  the  agreement  unnecessary,  and  therefore  it 
is  destroyed ;  do  you  contend  that  any  duty  would  be  due  ?] 
The  penalty  accrues  as  soon  as  the  time  has  passed  within 
which  the  document  should  be  stamped.  [Parkey  B. — 
Your  argument  would  go  to  this  extent,  that  wherever 
parties  wrote  an  unstamped  agreement,  the  Attorney-Ge- 
neral might  file  an  information  for  the  duty.]  The  37  Geo. 
3,  c  136,  s.  2,  was  the  first  statute  which  enabled  the  Com- 
misffloners  to  stamp  instruments  unstamped,  or  on  stamps 
of  less  than  the  legal  value,  upon  payment  of  the  duty  and 
£10  penalty ;  but  there  is  an  express  exception  as  to  bills 
of  exchange  and  promissory  notes.  That  provision  vras 
made  with  reference  to  a  series  of  enactments  giving  a  right 
to  duty.    The  23  Geo.  3,  c.  58,  imposed  a  duty  of  6«.  on 

y2 


V. 

Fbnmiall. 
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1848.        every  agreement;  and  the  5th  section  provides,  that  no 
Deakik       agreement,  not  stamped,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  void,  in 
case  the  same  shall  be  stamped  within  twenty-one  days 
after  the  same  shall  be  entered  into. 

Cur.  adv.  vnlt. 

Pollock,  C.  B.,  now  said. — In  the  case  of  Deakm  v. 
Penmall  there  will  be  no  rule.  In  Buckwarth  y.  Smp^ 
son{a)y  where  an  instrument,  which  was  in  reality  a 
lease,  but  which  bore  an  agreement  stamp  for  16«.,  was 
executed  in  1805,  at  which  period  the  amount  of  the  stamp 
on  a  lease,  according  to  the  act  then  in  force,  was  IL  10s,,  but 
was  stamped,  in  1834,  under  the  provisions  of  the  37  Greo. 
3,  c  136,  8.  2,  with  a  stamp  of  £1,  being  the  amount  of 
the  stamp  then  in  force  it  was  dedded  that  the  proper  duty 
had  been  paid.  It  was  there  said  by  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B., 
in  his  judgment,  that  '^  the  statute  authorises  the  de- 
mand of  the  duties  in  force  at  the  time  when  the  stamp  is 
affixed."  That  decision  and  observation  applies  precisely 
to  the  present  case.    There  will,  therefore,  be  no  rule. 

Pabkb,  B. — The  same  point  was  decided  in  Doe  d.  Dyhe 
V.  WhitHngham  (b). 

Bulerefiised. 

(a)  1  C.  M.  &  R.  834.  (b)  4  Taunt.  20. 
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Hills  and  Others  v.  Hatmen.  ^^  4. 

X  HIS  was  a  role  calling  on  the  defendant  to  shew  cause  A  defendant 
why  an  order  of  Aldersan,  B.,  setting  aside  a  judgment  topi«i^,witii^ 
siimed  in  this  cause,  should  not  be  rescinded*  other  piMs, 

^^  ^        '  ^  "  as  to  the  sum 

The  declaration  contuned  a  count  on  a  bill  of  exchange  of  ;^ioo,  par- 
for  £100,  drawn  hj  the  defendant  and  indorsed  to  the  the  defendant 
phuntifEs,  and  also  counts  for  money  paid  and  money  due  ^uyered  to  the 
on  an  acooimt  stated.     The  defendant  obtained  leave  to  pontiffs  a  bui 

of  exchange  for 

plead  the  following  several  matters: — First,  a  traverse  of  ;^ioo,  which 
the  making  of  the  bill ;  secondly,  no  notice  of  dishonour ;  ceWedM^a/i«' 
thirdly,  as  to  the  second  and  third  counts,  never  indebted ;  -^fa'amn  o?* 
and  fourthly,  as  to  £100,   parcel  &c,  that,  before  the  j^ioo."    The 

plea  delivered 

commencement  of  the  action,  the  defendant  indorsed  and  wa8,*<aatothe 
delivered  to  the  plaintiffs  a  bill  of  exchange  for  £100,  p^^^.,  the 
which  the  plaintiffs  received  in  satisfaction  of  the  said  sum  defendant, /or 

*■  *'  and  on  account 

of  £100.     The  defendant  pleaded,  with  the  other  pleas,  of  the  said 

fourthly, ''  as  to  the  said  sum  of  £100,  parcel  of  the  monies  indorsed  and' 

in  the  second  and  third  counts,  that  he  the  defendant,  for  pJ^j^tSft  ahm* 

and  an  account  of  the  said  sum  of  £100,  indorsed  and  deli-  ^i  "<*^8«  ^®' 

i^lOO,  drawn 

vered  to  the  plaintiffs  a  certain  bill  of  exchange  for  £100,  by  the  defend- 

drawn  by  the  defendant  and  accepted  by  one  T.  Jackson ;  ^  by^T.t^rad ' 

and  the  plaintiffs  took  and  received  the  said  bill  of  exchange  {^jf  ^^J^' 

for  and  on  account  of  the  said  smn,  parcel^  &c.    Averment,  ceWed  the 

^^  that  the  defendant  had  not  due  notice  of  the  non-payment  and  on  account 

of  the  said  bill  of  exchange,  so  taken  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  in  JJ^^  thi^thc"' 

this  plea  mentioned."     The  plaintiffs  treated  this  plea  as  defendant  had 

*       ^  *  *^  not  dne  notice 

unauthorised  by  the  rule  to  plead  several  matters,  and  of  the  non.pay- 

,_,_  1*1  •f/»*  1*1       Dient  of  the 

ogned  judgment,  which  was  set  aside  for  irregulanty  by  gaid  biu  :"— 
Aldersan,  B.,  at  chambers,  on  the  authority  of  Holliday  v.  f^;,^^^^ 
Bohn  (a\    The  above  rule  having  been  obtained,  authomed  by 

^   ^  °  the  rule  to 

plead,  and  that 
the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  sign  jadgment. 

(a)  3  Man.  &  G.  115  ;  3  Scott,  N.  R.  406. 
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1848.  Ham  shewed  cause. — The  plaintiflb  were  not  justified  in 

signing  judgment,  by  reason  of  a  slight  variance  between 
the  plea  and  abstract     The  plea  is  in  substance  the  same 
as  that  allowed;  for,  though  it  alleges  that  the  bill  was 
received  ''for  and  on  acoount"  of  the  £100,  it  goes  on  to 
shew  that  the  plaintiffs,  by  their  laches,  caused  it  to  ope- 
rate by  way  of  satisfaction.     Even  if  a  variance  exists,  it 
would  not  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  ngn  judgment.     \Parhej 
B. — ^In  what  way  could  they  take  advantage  of  the  objec- 
tion ?]    ISther  by  an  order  to  strike  out  that  plea,  or  to  set 
aside  the  pleas  altogether.     It  is  different  from  the  case  of 
a  defendant,  who,  being  under  terms  of  pleading  issuably, 
pleads  a  non-issuable  plea,  for  that  is  a  dear  violation  of 
his  compact,  and,  moreover,  tends  to  delay  and  embarrass 
the  plaintiff.    HoKday  v.  Bohn  (a)  is  in  point.    That  was 
an  action  of  debt  on  a  promissory  note  and  on  an  account 
stated ;  and  the  defendant  having  obtained  a  rule  to  plead 
two  pleas  to  part  of  the  demand,  and  nunquam  indebitatus 
to  the  residue,  by  mistake  pleaded  non  assumpsit  to  such 
residue  with  the  other  pleas;  and  the  phuntiff  having  signed 
judgment  generally,  the  Court  set  it  aside,  saying,  ''that 
the  case  differed  from  that  of  a  defendant  who  delivers  seve- 
ral pleas,  without  having  obtained  a  rule  to  plead  several 
matters,  in  which  case  the  plaintiff  may  properly  aign  judg- 
ment   [Parke,  B. — ^In  a  note  to  that  case,  my  Brother 
Manning  observes,  that  the  proper  course  would  have  been 
to  have  signed  judgment  on  the  last  count.     In  GriffUht  v. 
Eyles{h\  Eyre,  C.  J.,  seems  to  intimate,  that,  where  two 
pleas  are  pleaded  without  leave  of  the  Court,  the  plaintiff 
may  apply  to  strike  out  one  of  them.     Here  there  is  no 
rule  to  plead  these  several  matters.]     [He  then  dted  Badr 
man  v.  Pugh{c)  and  BaSty  v.  Baker {iy\ 


(a)  3  M.  &  G.  115 ;  3  Scott,  (e)  6  Scott,  N.  B.  150. 

N.  R.  496.  \d)  9  M.  &  W.  769. 

(3)  1  B.  &  P.  416. 
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Bramwett  appeared  to  eapport  the  rule,  but  was  not        1848. 
caUedupon.  "'^;^ 

9. 

Feb  Cubiah  (a). — ^The  rule  must  be  absolute, 
(a)  PoUoek,  C.  B.,  Parie,  B.,  Bf^  B.,  and  PlaU^  B. 


WiNTERBOTTOM  O.  LeES.  Mcttf  6. 

JjI  ABTIN  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  on  the  20th 
shew  cause  why  the  issue,  notice  of  trial.  Nisi  Prius  record,  ^Jl^J  *^^ 
and  the  trial  of  this  cause,  should  not  be  set  aside,  with  terms  of  re- 

rm  •  1  •  1  /»  joining  gratu, 

costs.     The  action  was  by  payee  against  maker  of  a  pro-  and  taking 
misBory  note;  and  on  the  20th  March,  the  defendant,  who  of  toLa  for^ 
was  under  terms  of  rejoining  gratis  and  taking  short  notice  ^  "^i-Sld 
of  trial,  such  as  the  plaintiff  could  give,  for  the  next  Chester  a  setoff.   On 
Assizes,  pleaded  (with  other  pleas)  a  set-off.     On  the  25th  March  the 
of  March  the  plaintiff  delivered  a  replication  of  the  Statute  gJ^VrepU- 
of  Limitations,  and  demanded  a  rejoinder.     Shortiy  before  ^^^^  ^^^^ 

•'  Statute  of  li- 

nine  o'clock  in  the  evening  of  tiie  29th  of  March,  the  de-  mitationa,  and 
fendant  delivered  a  rejoinder,  "that  the  said  debts  and  ^^f^^" 
causes  of  set-off  in  the  said  last  plea  mentioned  did  arise  J®  SI?^  ^ 

^  tne  Zytti 

and  accrue  within  six  years  next  before  the  commencement  March,  which 
of  this  suit,  modo  et  form&."    The  29th  of  March  was  the  miasion-day," 
commismon-day  at  Chester,  and,  by  the  practice  of  the  deUwilSt^ 
office,  records  must  be  passed  before  three  o'clock  on  the  Jo>»dcr,  bnt,  in 

conaeqaenoe  of 

commission-day,  at  which  hour  the  office  closes.     The  the  office  cioa- 
pliuntiff,  without  wuting  for  the  delivery  of  the  defend-  ?dock,  1^ 
ant's  rejoinder,  on  the  morning  of  the  29th  of  March,  in-  ^^^-^^ 

different  in 
fonn  hat  limilar  in  aobstanoe  to  the  defendant's,  made  up  the  isine,  and  paaaed  the  record. 
Hie  defendant  did  not  appear  at  the  trial,  and  the  plaintiff  having  obtained  a  Terdict,  the  Coort 

"TitiPrii 


•et  aaide  the  iaane,  Niti  Prioa  record,  and  trial. 

'<  Rijoining  gratia,"  means  rejoining  within  four  days  withoat  a  mle  for  that  purpose,  and 
not  ifjoining  within  twenty-fonr  hoars  after  demand. 
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1848.  serted  a  rejoinder  for  the  defendant,  made  up  the  issue,  and 
passed  the  record.  The  rejoinder  inserted  hj  the  pUiintiff 
was,  ''  that  the  said  causes  of  set-off  and  every  part  thereof 
did  arise  and  accrue  to  the  defendant  within  six  years  next 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  modo  et  formiL** 
Notice  of  trial  was  served  on  the  defendant,  but  he  did  not 
appear,  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff.  The  pre- 
sent  rule  was  obtiuned  on  the  grounds,  tiiat  the  rejoinder  on 
the  record  differed  from  that  delivered  by  the  defendant, 
and  that  the  record  had  in  fact  been  passed  by  the  plain- 
tiff before  issue  joined. 

Welsby  BJid  Hoggins  shewed  cause. — There  is  no  material 
variance  between  the  two  rejoinders.     The  mere  fact  of  the 
plaintiff  having  inserted  a  rejoinder  for  the  defendant  is  not 
a  ground  for  setting  aside  the  proceedings,  there  being  no 
difference  in  the  issue  imposed  on  the  defendant,  and  the 
plaintiff  being  regular  in  other  respects.     The  defendant 
was  under  tenns  of  rejoining  gratis,  and  taking  auch  short 
notice  of  trial  for  those  assizes  as  the  plaintiff  could  give, 
which  terms  impliedly  authorised  the  latter  to  do  what  was 
necessary  for  completing  the  issue,  and  passing  the  record 
before  the  office  closed.     In  Lush's  Practice  (a),  it  is  said 
that  rejoining  gratis  means  '^  rejoining  without  the  usual 
four-day  rule,  and  within  twenty-four  hours  after  demand." 
[Rolfe^  B. — That  is  not  so ;  Adkins  v.  Anderson  (6)  shews 
that  rejoining  gratis  means,  rejoining  without  a  rule  for 
that  purpose,  and  that  the  defendant  has  still  four  days  to 
rejoin.    Parke,  B. — The  rule  is  stated  in  similar  terms  by 
Mr.  Tidd,  in  his  Practice  (c).     It  ought  to  haye  been  made 
a  stipulation  tiiat  the  defendant  should  rejoin  instanter.] 
A  plaintiff  may  make  up  the  issue  and  pass  the  record  by 
anticipation,  if  he  does  it  correctiy.     [Rolfe,  B. — ^What  the 

(a)  Page  396.  (b)  10  M.  &  W.  12.  (c)  Page  472. 
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plaintiff  passed  was  not  the  record]  The  proper  issues  1848. 
were  raised.  [ParAe,  B. — It  was  not  a  transcript  of  the 
record.  The  plaintiff  represents  to  the  officer  of  the  court 
that  there  is  a  complete  issue,  whereas  that  is  not  so.  The 
only  waj  of  getting  over  the  difficulty  would  be  hj  shew- 
ing that  the  defendant  was  under  such  terms,  as  either 
expressly  or  by  implication  authorised  the  plaintiff  to  do 
what  he  has  done.] 

Martin  appeared  to  support  the  rule,  but  was  not  called 
upon. 

Feb  Curiam  (a). — The  rule  must  be  absolute. 

(a)  Pottock,  C.  B.,  Parke^  B.,  Bdfey  B.,  and  PlaU,  B. 


In  the  Matter  of  an  Arbitration  between  John  Smith  and       Ma^  9. 

James  Wilson. 

iHIS  was  an  application  to  set  aside  an  award.    By  Byagnement 
agreement  in  writing  between  Smith  and  Wilson,  certain  ^  disputes  ' 
disputes  and  differences  were  referred  to  arbitration ;  **  the  to*JJb'^2on 
costs  of  and  attending  the  submission  of  the  said  reference,  "theoosteofthe 

submisBioiiy  re* 

and  of  the  arbitrator  and  of  his  award,  and  of  making  this  ference,  award, 
submisdon  a  rule  of  a  court  of  record,  to  be  in  the  discre-  ^^  nbmiidio^ 
tion  of  the  arbitrator.''    The  arbitrator  awarded,  as  to  the  ^  role.of  ooait, 

to  be  in  the  dia« 

costs,  as  follows : — ''  I  further  award,  &c,  that  the  costs  of  cretion  of  the 
and  attending  the  submission,  and  of  the  said  reference.  The  arbitrator! 
and  charges  of  me  the  said  arbitrator,  and  of  this  my  award,  Se'cosi  ofthe 

rabmiasion,  re- 
fcrenoe,  and  award  ahonld  be  borne  by  the  partiea  in  equal  proportions ;  and  that  the  coata  of 
making  the  aabmisaion  a  role  of  court  shotUd  be  paid  by  such  of  the  partiea  through  whoae  de- 
fimlt,  Si  the  performanoe  of  the  award,  the  same  ihoold  become  necessary : — HM^  that  the 
award  was  not  final  or  certain  aa  to  the  costs  of  making  the  submisaion  a  mle  of  court,  and 
therefore  bad. 
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1848.  shall  be  borne  and  paid  by  J.  Smith  and  J.  WiiBCfns  in 
equal  proportions ;  but  that  the  whole  of  snch  costs  shall, 
in  the  fiiist  instance,  be  paid  by  such  of  the  parties  in  dif- 
ference as  shall  take  up  this  my  award,  who  shall,  on  de- 
mand, be  repaid  or  reimbursed  a  moiety  thereof  by  the  other 
of  the  said  parties.  And  I  do  lastly  award,  &c,  that  the 
costs  of  making  the  said  submission  a  rule  of  any  court  of 
record  shall  be  borne  and  paid  by  such  of  the  said  partaes 
in  difference  through  whose  de&ult  in  the  performance  of 
this  award  the  same  shall  become  necessary."  On  the  8th 
January,  1848,  the  submission  was  made  a  rule  of  this  court, 
at  the  instance  of  J.  Smith. 

The  present  rule  was  obtidned,  on  the  ground  (amongst 
others)  that  the  award  was  not  final  or  certain  as  to  the 
costs  of  making  the  submission  a  rule  of  court. 

Cowling  shewed  cause. — The  award  is  in  substance  suf- 
ficient. It  is  true  that  the  arbitrator  does  not,  in  express 
terms,  decide  which  of  the  parties  is  to  pay  the  costs  of 
making  the  submission  a  rule  of  court,  but  it  is  left  to  the 
Court  to  ascertain  by  whose  de&ult  the  costs  were  in- 
curred. That  is  not  more  uncertain  than  an  award  of  costs, 
the  amount  of  which  is  to  be  found  by  the  Master.  At  all 
events,  that  part  of  the  award  may  be  rejected ;  because 
the  arbitrator  is  not  bound  absolutely  to  award  these  costs, 
but  only  in  his  discretion,  and  a  defective  award  is  equi- 
valent to  no  mention  of  them.  This  case  is  distinguish- 
able from  Morgan  v.  Smith  (a);  for  there  the  arbitrator 
was  bound  by  the  terms  of  the  submission  to  ascertain 
the  costs. 

Cromptan,  in  support  of  the  rule,  argued  that,  as  the 
arbitrator  had  chosen  to  exercise  his  discretion  in  respect 

(o)  9  M  &  W.  427. 
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of  these  costs,  he  was  bound  to  make  his  award  certain  and        1848. 

*^-  Smith 

P0LLOCK5  C.  B. — The  Court  (a)  has  reluctantly  come  to 
die  conclusion,  that  the  award  must  be  set  aside  on  that 
ground. 

Bule  absolute. 

(a)  PMKif  C.  B.,  Parke,  B.,  Bolfe,  B^  and  PlaU,  B. 


Jones  t;i.  Bbown.  -^fajr  9. 

IHIS  was  a  rule  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  The Coantj 
whj  a  suggestion  should  not  be  entered  on  the  roll  to  de-  xo  Tict.  0/95, 
pive  him  of  costs.    The  plaintiff  was  an  attorney  residing  ^^*.^"n,5^ 
in  London,  and  the  action  was  brought  by  him  as  indorsee  of  their  privi- 

legp  of  suing 

of  a  bill  of  exchange  for  16L  3s,,  accepted  by  the  defend-  in  the  superior 
aat    A  verdict  having  been  found  for  that  amount,  the  ^^"^ 
present  rule  was  obtained  upon  affidavit  that  the  cause  of 
action  arose  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  county  court  esta- 
blished by  9  &  10  Vict  c  95. 

G.  Pollock  shewed  cause.— The  question  is,  whether  the 
Small  Debts  Act,  9  &  10  Vict  c.  95,  has  deprived  an  at- 
torney, who  is  plaintifl^  of  his  privilege  of  suing  in  the 
superior  courts  at  Westminster.  The  point  has  arisen  in 
the  Court  of  Queen'js  Bench,  in  the  case  of  Lewis  v. 
Hanceib),  where  it  was  decided  that  an  attorney  is  not 
bound  to  sue  m  the  county  court,  though  he  is  liable,  like 
any  other  person,  to  be  sued  there.  The  67th  section  enacts, 
**  that  no  privilege,  except  as  hereinafter  excepted,  shall 

(5)  5  DowL  &  L.  641. 
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1848.        be  allowed  to  any  person  to  exempt  him  from  the  jurisdio 
tion  of  any  court  hdden  under  this  act"    By  the  128lli 
section  it  is  enacted,  '^  that  all  actions  and  proceedings 
which,  before  the  passing  of  this  act,  might   have  been 
brought  in  any  of  her  Majesty's  superior  courts  of  record, 
where  the  plaintiff  dwells  more  than  twenty  miles  from  the 
defendant,  or  where  the  cause  of  action  did  not  arise  wholly 
or  in  some  material  point  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court  within  which  the  defendant  dwells  or  carries  on  his 
business  at  the  time  of  the  action  brought,  or  where  any 
officer  of  the  county  court  shall  be  a  party,  except  in  re- 
spect to  any  claim  to  any  goods  and  chattels  taken  in  exe- 
cution of  the  process  of  the  Court,  or  the  proceeds  or  value 
thereof,  may  be  brought  and  determined  in  any  such  supe- 
rior court,  at  the  election  of  the  party  suing  or  proceeding, 
as  if  this  act  had  not  passed."     The  129th  section  enacts, 
''  that  if  any  action  shall  be  commenced  after  the  passing 
of  this  act,  in  any  of  her  Majesty's  superior  courts  of  re- 
cord, for  any  cause  other  than  those  lastly  hereinbefore  spe- 
cified, for  which  a  plaint  might  have  been  entered  in  any 
court  holden  under  this  act,  and  a  verdict  shall  be  found  for 
the  plaintiff  for  a  sum  less  than  twenty  pounds  if  the  said 
action  is  founded  on  contract,  or  less  than  five  pounds  if  it 
be  founded  on  tort,  the  said  plaintiff  shall  have  judgment 
to  recover  such  sum  only,  and  no  costs,"  &c     The  67th 
section  applies  only  to  defendants,  and  does  not  include  the 
case  of  a  plaintiff,  who  in  no  sense  can  be  considered  as 
'*  exempt  from  the  jurisdiction"  of  a  court ;  for  it  depends 
upon  himself  whether  or  not  he  will  come  within  it.    Board 
V.  Parker  (a)  is  in  point.    That  was  an  application  to  enter 
a  suggestion  under  the  London  Court  of  Requests  Act, 
39  &  40  Geo.  3,  c  104,  s.  10,  which  enacts,  '^  that  no  pri- 
vilege shall  be  allowed  to  exempt  any  person  from  the  juris- 
diction of  the  said  Court  on  account  of  his  being  an  attor- 

(o)  7  East,  47. 
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nej;  but  that  all  attorneys,  &c.  shall  be  subject  to  the  1848. 
several  processes,  orders,  judgments,  and  executions  of 
the  said  Court,  in  the  same  manner  as  any  other  persons,'' 
Ac. ;  and  it  was  held,  upon  the  true  construction  of  that  sta- 
tute, that  an  attorney  plaintiff  was  not  compelled  to  sue  in 
the  inferior  court  After  the  passing  of  the  Uniformity  of 
Process  Act,  2  Will.  4,  c  39,  it  was  considered  that  an  at- 
torney's privilege  of  suing  in  the  superior  courts  was  taken 
away;  the  Courts,  however,  decided,  that,  although  the 
attachment  of  privilege  was  abolished,  the  privilege  itself 
remained:  Dyer  v.  Levy  (a),  Wright  v.  Taylor  (ft).  In 
Armxngtorie  coze  (c),  ''  a  clerk  of  the  King's  Bench  was 
sued  in  an  inferior  court  for  a  sum  under  five  pounds,  since 
the  statute  21  Jac.  1,  and  by  Jones  and  Chief  Justice,  'A 
writ  of  privilege  shall  be  allowed ;  for  the  statute  is  not 
intended  to  oust  the  clerks  of  this  court  of  their  privilege, 
being  general;'  and  accordingly  it  was  ruled."  An  attor- 
ney defendant  was  not  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Middlesex  County  Court  Act,  23  Geo.  2,  c.  33  :  Crardner 
V.  Jeteopid)^  fVUtshire  v.  Lloyd  (e).  And  where  the  plain- 
tiff was  an  attorney,  the  defendant  was  not  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  that  act,  though  resident  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  county  court :  JStusey  v.  Jordan  {/).  [Parke,  B. — 
The  case  of  Lewis  v.  Hance  is  precisely  in  point] 

Tlie  Court  ^bea  called  on 

Pearson  to  support  the  rule. — The  legislature  intended, 
by  the  County  Courts  Act,  to  abolish  all  privilege  of 
suii^  in  a  particular  court  The  Court  will  not  con- 
mder  itself  bound  by  the  case  of  Lewis  v.  Hance,  seeing 
that  there  are  no  means  of  reviewing  that  decision  in  a 


(a)  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  630.  (i)  2  Wils.  42. 

lb)  I  M.  &  W.  144.  (e)  1  Doug.  380  a. 

(c)  Pahn.  403.  (/)  1  Doug.  382,  n. 
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1848.  oourt  of  error.  The  words,  ''  exempt  from  the  juria- 
diction  of  the  Court,''  in  the  67th  section^  may  mean 
'^  exempt  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  as  to 
costs.''  [Parke,  B. — ^If  the  inferior  Court  had  any  juris- 
diction oyer  the  costs,  there  might  be  some  weight  in 
your  argmnent ;  but  it  is  the  superior  Court  which  de- 
prives a  party  of  costs.]  The  129th  section  contuns  no 
exception :  the  w(»ds  are>  **  if  any  action  shall  be  com- 
menced," &C.  It  wiU  be  a  great  eyil  if  attomies  are 
not  compelled  to  sue  in  the  county  courts;  for  they  will 
then  be  enabled  to  buy  up  small  bills  of  exchange,  and  sue 
upon  them  in  the  superior  courts,  for  the  mere  purpose 
of  costs.  The  legislature  could  never  have  intended  to 
preserve  a  privilege  so  open  to  abuse. 

Pollock^  C.  B. — ^There  has  been  a  long  current  of  au- 
thorities shewing  that  this  privilege  is  not  taken  away  by 
the  particular  words  which  are  found  in  this  statute.  It  is 
by  no  means  an  inconvenient  mode  of  construing  statutes, 
to  presume  that  the  legislature  was  aware  of  the  state  of 
the  law  at  the  time  they  passed.  If,  then,  the  law  was, 
that  by  the  use  of  such  and  such  words  the  privilege  in 
question  was  not  taken  away,  and  the  l^pslatnre  passes  an 
act  in  which  similar  language  is  used,  why  are  we  to  pre- 
sume that  they  intended  more  by  the  new  statute  than  the 
old  ?  Before  we  can  decide  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  we 
must  overrule  a  long  current  of  authorities.  The  rule  will 
be  discharged,  with  costs. 

Rule  discharged^  with  costs. 
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1848. 

In  re  Lenaghan.  ^^  ^  ^  1q 

Robinson  t?.  Lenaohan. 

1  HIS  wms  a  rule  callmg  on  the  judge  of  the  Clerkenwell  A  Bommons  in 
County  Court,  and  Bobinson^  the  plaintiff,  to  shew  cause  ^on^  anut, 
why  a  writ  of  prohibition  should  not  issue  prohibiting  the  JJ^ic?**  %5 


Court  firom  proceeding  fiirther  in  the  said  cause,  and  baling  been 

Berred  st  a 

why  the  sum  of  6iL  10««  1  l<f.,  paid  by  the  defendant  as  debt  wrong  place, 
and  costs  under  protest,  should  not  be  returned  to  him.         y^  no^know- 
It  appeared  j&om  the  affidavits,  that,  in  the  afternoon  of  ^^^  ^J^ 

^^  ,     proceedingB 

the  13th  of  January,  the  defendant,  on  returning  to  his  nntil  his  goods 
residence  at  No.  8,  Highbury  YiUas,  Islington,  found  an  execution^  Be- 
officer  in  po«»dou  <rf  luB  gooda,  under  «  execution  fr<»n  j;^-^*. 
the  Clerkenwell  County  Court    The  defendant  had  never  g^^en,  to  the 

,  utufaction  of 

been  serred  with  any  summons,  nor  had  he  notice  of  any  the  judge,  that 

whatever  against  him,  until  Ae  execution  in  £S']^^°" 


lltt  WVVf  Mil 


qiiesti<Hi  was  put  in.  A  summons  had  been  taken  out,  di-  "^^  fj' ^- 
lected  to  him  at  No.  8,  St  PaulVterrace,  where  he  had  80th  section. 
never  resided,  but  which  house  was  occupied  by  a  person  tatXxawet' 
of  the  name  of  Brown.  The  officer,  on  calling  with  the  J^^^^PJ^/ 
smnmons,  was  told  that  the  defendant  did  not  reside  there,  o^pt  on  terms 
and  was  not  known  at  that  place,  but  he  persisted  in  leav-  defendant  de- 
ing  the  summons.  Subsequently,  notice  of  the  judgment  ^ede  :-^J^^, 
and  ord^  for  payment  were  left  at  Brown's  house,  notwith-  ^lat  the  judge 

*   •'  ^  ^        ^       had  jurisdiction 

stBDifing  he  refused  to  receive  them.    The  execution  is-  oyer  the  matter, 
sued  upon  affidavit  of  due  service  of  the  smnmons,  by  hibition  would' 
leaving  it  at  the  dwelling-house  of  the  defendant     On  the  ''^^^ther  a 
14th  January  the  defendant  applied  to  the  judge  of  the  prohibition  lies 

nnder  any  cir- 

county  court  to  set  aside  the  proceedings  on  affidavit  of  the  cnmstance  to  a 
above  facts,  whereupon  the  following  order  was  made : —  ^r  »Mation 
"  It  is  ordered,  that,  on  the  defendant's  undertaking  to  ap-  ^®^*^'  gM«re. 
pear  and  dd*end  this  case  on  the  merits,  and  also  under^ 
taking  to  bring  no  action  against  the  plaintiff,  or  any  officer 
of  the  court,  the  judgment  be  set  aside ;  and  in  default  of 
giving  such  undertakmg  on  Saturday  next,  it  is  ordered 
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1848.        that  the  said  judgment  and  execution  be  confirmed."    The 
^i;^^^     defendant  refused  to  accede  to  these  tenns,  and  paid  the 
V*  debt  and  costs  to  the  bailiff  of  the  court,  under  protest. 

WiUes,  in  last  Hilary  Term^  obtained  the  present  rule, 
citing  Ferguson  v.  Mahon  (a). 

J.  Brown  now  shewed  cause. — ^First,  the  application  is 
too  late.  At  common  law>  a  prohibition  could  not  issue 
after  execution  levied.  In  re  Poe  (ft)  was  the  case  of  an 
application  for  a  prohibition  to  a  court-martial  after  sen- 
tence ratified  by  the  King,  and  carried  into  execution ;  and 
Parke,  B.,  there  says,  "  If  we  granted  the  writ  under  such 
circumstances^  there  would  be  no  case,  in  which  the  party 
was  still  alive,  where  an  application  like  the  present  might 
not  be  made  to  the  Court  I,  for  one,  should  pause  before 
I  established  such  a  precedent"  Hall  v.  Norwood  (c)  is  an 
express  authority  to  shew  that  a  prohibition  cannot  issue 
after  judgment  and  execution.  The  decisions  which  may 
appear  at  variance  with  that  doctrine  are  cases  in  which 
the  sentence  had  a  continuing  operation,  as  In  re  The  Dean 
of  York  (d). 

Secondly,  a  prohibition  will  not  lie ;  for  the  Court  had 
an  undoubted  jurisdictbn  over  the  subject-matter,  and  has 
proceeded  in  due  course  of  law.  The  78th  section  of  the 
9  &  10  Vict  c  95,  enables  the  judges  of  the  superior  courts 
to  make  rules  for  regulating  the  practice  of  the  county 
courts ;  and  one  of  those  rules  allows  process  to  be  served 
by  leaving  it  at  the  dwelling-house  of  the  party.  The 
80th  section  enacts,  ''  that  if,  on  the  day  so  named  in  the 
summons,  or  at  any  continuation  or  adjournment  of  the 
Court  or  cause  in  which  the  summons  was  issued,  the  de- 
fendant shall  not  appear,  or  suffidentiy  excuse  his  absence, 


(a)  11  Ad.  &  E.  179.  (c)  1  Sid.  165. 

(h)  6  B.  &  Ad.  681.  (d)  2  Q.  B.  1. 
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or  diall  n^Iect  to  answer  when  caQed  in  oonrt,  the  jttdge>         1848. 
tgnm  due  proof  of  service  of  the  summons^  may  proceed  to      robinbow 
the  heaiine  or  trial  of  the  cause  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff    ,     ^* 
onlj^  and  the  judgment  thereupon  shall  be  as  yahd  as  if 
both  parties  had  attended.  Provided  always,  that  the  judge 
in  any  such  case,  at  the  same  or  any  subsequent  courts 
may  set  aside  any  judgment  so  given  in  the  absence  of  the 
defendant,  and  the  execution  thereupon,  and  may  grant  a 
new  trial  of  the  cause  upon  such  terms,  if  any,  as  to  pay- 
ment of  costs,  giving  security  for  debts  or  costs,  or  such 
other  terms  as  he  may  think  fit,  on  sufficient  cause  shewn 
to  him  for  that  purpose."    Even  though  the  bailiff  swore 
falsely  as  to  the  service  of  the  summons,  the  judge  was 
bound  by  the  statute  to  give  judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
The  Court  then  called  on 

fFilks  to  support  the  rule.  —  The  defendant  had  no 
notice  whatever  of  the  proceedings,  and  therefore  the  judg- 
ment of  the  inferior  court  is  not  binding  upon  him.  It  is 
a  grave  question,  whether  the  legislature  has  made  the 
judgments  of  these  inferior  courts  as  binding  in  all  respects 
as  those  of  the  superior  courts.  [Pollock^  C.  B. — It  would 
be  highly  inconvenient  if  the  superior  courts  were  to  be 
made  courts  of  appeal  for  mere  matters  of  fact]  At  com- 
mon law,  a  party  sued  must  actually  have  been  brought 
mto  court;  and  it  is  submitted,  that  the  notice  now  given 
is  merely  a  waiver  of  the  necessity  of  such  appearance. 
Ferguson  v.  Mahon(a)  decided,  that,  in  an  action  of  debt 
on  a  judgment  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Ireland, 
the  defendant,  though  he  cannot  contest  the  merits  of  the 
action,  or  the  propriety  of  the  decision,  may  shew  that  the 
Court  had  not  properly  jurisdiction  as  to  the  defendant 
under  the  circmnstances. 

Secondly,  the  application  is  not  too  late.     In  the  case  of 

(a)  11  Ad.  &  EU.  179. 

VOL.   H.  Z  BXCH. 
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1848.        the  Dean  of  York^  the  prohibition  was  hdd  to  be  in  time 
Robinson     *^^  ^^  visitor  had  proceeded  to  sentence.    It  also  ap- 
9*  pears^  by  Coke's  Commentary  on  the  **  Articuli  Cleri "  (a), 

that  a  prohibition  may  properly  be  granted  after  execution* 
One  of  the  objections  there  stated  is  as  follows: — '^Aa 
touching  the  time  when  prohibitions  are  granted,  it  seemeth 
strange  to  us  that  they  are  not  only  granted  at  the  suit  of 
the  defendant,  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  after  his  answer, 
(whereby  he  a£Brmeth  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court,  and 
submitteth  himself  imto  the  same),  but  also  after  allega- 
tions and  proofs  made  on  both  sides,  when  the  cause  is 
fully  instructed  and  furnished  for  sentence ;  yea,  after  sen- 
tence, yea,  after  two  or  three  sentences  given,  and  aft;er 
execution  of  the  said  sentence  or  sentences,  and  when  the 
party,  for  this  long-continued  disobedience,  is  laid  in  prison 
upon  the  writ  of  excommunicato  capiendo."  To  which  was 
given  the  following  answer: — ** Prohibitions  by  law  are  to 
be  granted  at  any  time  to  restrain  a  court  to  intermeddle 
with  or  execute  anything,  which  by  law  they  ought  not 
to  hold  plea  of,  and  they  are  much  mistaken  that  maintain 
tiie  contrary  .  .  •  •  And  the  king's  courts  that  may 
award  prohibitions,  being  informed  either  by  the  parties 
themselves  or  by  any  stranger,  that  any  court,  temporal  or 
ecclesiastical,  doth  hold  plea  of  that  (whereof  they  have 
not  jurisdiction),  may  lawftdly  prohibit  the  same,  as  well 
afi;er  judgment  and  execution  as  before."  The  same  law  is 
stated  by  Fitzherbert  in  his  Natura  Brevium  (ft).  [Parke^ 
B. — It  is  not  so  much  a  question  whether  or  not  tiie 
defendant's  application  is  in  time,  as  whether  the  judge 
had  not  jurisdiction  under  the  80th  section  of  the  act.  But 
for  that  section,  we  might  have  power  to  interfere.^  [He 
also  referred  to  Buggin  v.  Bennett  {c)j  and  Roberts  v.  Hum" 
by  (d),  in  support  of  the  latter  point.] 


(a)  2  Inst.  601, 602.  (c)  4  Burr.  20S7. 

(h)  Page  46  a.  (J)  3  M.  &  W.  120. 
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P01XOCK9  C.  B. — I  entertain  no  doubt,  in  the  present        1848. 
case,  that  the  rule  ought  to  be  discharged.     Upon  looking     robinson 
at  the  different  clauses  of  this  act  of  Parliament,  the  natu-    ,      ^' 
nJ  and  plain  construction  of  them  is,  that  the  County 
Court  shall  have  jurisdiction  wherever  due  proof  is  ^ven 
to  the  judge  of  the  service  of  process.    The  words,  in  the 
80th  section,  **  the  judge,  upon  due  proof  of  the  service  of 
the  summons,**  do  not  require  to  be  understood  as  meaning 
that  such  service  has  been  ^*  absolutely  proved,"  but  that 
there  has  been  such   proof  as  satisfied  the  mind  of  the 
judge  that  service  of  the  process  has  been  made.    When  he 
is  so  satisfied,  he  has  jurisdiction ;  and,  hj  the  provisions  of 
the  statute,  oui;right4o  interfere  is  at  an  end. 

Parke,  B.— I  am  of  tlie  same  opinion.  The  legislature 
has  put  the  judgment  of  the  county  courts  upon  the  same 
footing  as  those  of  the  superior  courts.  A  person  may 
make  an  application  to  the  judge  of  the  County  Court  to 
set  the  judgment  aside ;  but  if  he  does  not  do  so,  the  judg- 
ment is  valid. 

RoLFE,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Mr.  WiUes  reads 
the  80th  section  as  if  the  words  had  been  '^  on  service  of 
the  sununons  and  due  proof  made  thereof;"  and  not  as  they 
reaUy  are,  **  upon  due  proof  of  the  service  of  the  summons." 

PiiATT,  B. — The  act  leaves  the  proof  of  the  service  to  the 
discretion  of  the  judge ;  and  if  he  is  satisfied  with  the  proof 
he  has  jurisdiction.  The  case  stated  in  the  Natura  Bre- 
vium  is  very  distinguishable  from  the  present ;  for  in  that 
case  there  was  something  to  be  done  which  might  ultimately 
produce  fixiits  by  execution ;  but  here  the  money  has  al- 
ready been  paid,  and  may  have  found  its  way  into  the  hands 
of  the  plaintiff. 

Rule  discharged. 
z2 
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1d4o« 

Mi^ll,  Sanson  v.  Price. 

A  plimtiinunr.  1  HIS  was  a  role  calling  on  the  defendant  to  shew  canae 
TwAct  for  30^.  ^hy  ^®  taxation  of  his  costs  should  not  be  stayed  until 
^^^J'^Si^  '^^  ^^  ^™^  ^^  ^^  ^^^^^  raised  on  the  trayerae  of  a  sug- 

rale  WW  made     gestiou. 

abfoliitBtD 

enter  on  tiie  The  plaintiff  having  obtained  a  yerdict  for  30«.  in  an 

tion  ths^Sr  action  for  money  piud,  on  the  24th  November  1847  a  rule 
ri£diHthk^tiie  ^^  made  absolute  for  entering  on  the  roll  a  suggestion  that 
juudiction  of    the  defendant  was  liable  to  be  suounoned  to  the  Middlesex 

tiieMaddleiez     ^  ^ 

Conntj  Court,    County  Court,  and  ''that  the  plaintiff  do  pay  the  defendaxU 

plainti^^^  Au  cagU  ofwat^  pursuant  to  the  stats.  23  Geo.  2,  c.  33,  and 

^^^^     5  &  6  Vict  c.  97."    On  the  12tii  January  last,  a  sugges- 

pnmiant  to  the  tion  was  accordingly  entered ;  and,  on  the  17th,  the  plain- 

■ad 5 &6  Vict!  ^  traversed  tiie  suggestion;  but  the  defendant  had  not 

tib«l^*iii~^de-  '®P'^^  ^  *h®  traverse.  On  the  28th  April  the  present 
fendaaf  s  right  rule  was  obtained. 

to  the  ooeti  de- 
pended on  the 

trial  of  the  rag-  ^-  J(me9  shewed  cause,  and  submitted  that  the  applica- 
^uthi^  tion  came  too  late.  There  was  no  error  in  tiie  rule ;  and 
power,  by  nile,  whilst  it  remained  in  force,  the  Court  could  not  stay  the 

to  order  the 

plaintiff  to  pey    taxation. 

them. 

The  Court  then  called  on 

Ltuh  to  support  the  rule. — K  the  taxation  be  not  stayed, 
the  plaintiff  will  have  to  pay  costs,  although  he  may  ul- 
timately succeed  upon  the  trial  of  the  issue  raised  on  the 
suggestion.  The  order  to  pay  coats  is  a  term  which  the 
Court  has  no  power  to  enforce,  because  tiiey  cannot  deprive 
the  plaintiff  of  his  right  to  traverse  the  suggestion.  The 
costs  are  part  of  the  judgment  on  the  suggestion ;  and  it  is 
only  upon  the  record  tiuit  the  defendant  becomes  entitled 
to  them.    The  Court  can  no  more  impose  upon  the  pLun- 
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tiff  the  tenn  of  paying  oosts,  than  they  can,  by  rule,  order  1348. 
a  defendant  to  pay  the  amount  of  a  yerdict  found  against 
him.  The  term  was  introduced  into  rules  of  this  descrip- 
tion before  the  case  of  Waison  v.  Qudlter{a)y  which  de- 
cided that  a  plaintiff  might  traverse  the  suggestion;  but 
once  that  case»  it  ought  not  to  have  been  inserted.  If  the 
suggestion  remains  untrayersed,  the  defendant  has  his  re- 
medy by  execution.  [PorA^,  B. — The  statute  (i)  says,  that 
no  costs  shall  be  awarded  to  the  plaintiff,  but  that  the 
defendant  shall  recover  them ;  that  is,  by  the  record.  This 
term  ought  not  to  have  been  introduced  into  the  rule.] 

71  Janes. — It  is  incorrect  to  say  that  the  Court  can  in  no 
case  impose  this  term;  they  may  clearly  do  so,  if  it  be 
evident  that  the  defendant  must  succeed  on  the  suggestion. 
This  is  an  attempt  to  re-open  a  rule  after  the  interval  of  a 
term,  which  is  contrary  to  the  established  practice:  Todd 
V.  Jeffrey  (c).  If  the  plaintiff  could  have  shewn  any  ground 
for  inducing  the  Court  to  believe  that  the  cause  of  action 
did  not  arise  in  Middlesex,  or  that  he  would  be  successful 
on  a  traverse  of  the  suggestion,  the  rule  for  entering  it 
would  not  have  been  made  absolute.  But  he  has  wholly 
failed  to  do  so,  and  now  he  seeks  to  alter  its  terms.  {Platte 
B. — He  says  that  part  oi  the  rule  should  be  struck  out  quia 
improvide  emanavit] 

Pakke,  B. — There  is  a  contradictory  state  of  things 
which  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  remain.  On  the  record, 
there  is  a  traverse  of  the  suggestion,  and  there  is  a  rule  of 
court  ordering  the  plaintiff  to  pay  costs.  The  Court  had 
no  power  to  make  such  an  order,  and  the  taxation  of  costs 
must  be  suspended  until  after  the  trial  of  the  issue  on  the 
suggestion.   The  present  rule  should,  therefore,  be  absolute 


(a)  11  M.  &  W.  760.  {h)  23  Geo.  2,  c.  33, 8. 19. 

(c)  7  Ad.  &  EU.  519;  2  N.  &  P.  443. 
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1848.        to  amend  the  fonner  role,  upon  payment   of  coets,  by 
Sanbox"      Btriking  out  the  part  objected  ta 


V, 

Pmics. 


Pollock,  C.  B.,  Bolfe^  B.,  and  Platt,  B.,  concurred. 

Bule  accordingly. 


M<^  11.  Hawkins  v.  Wilkinson. 

A  defendant  X  HIS  was  a  rule  calling  on  the  defendant  to  shew  cause 

secQtiye^m-  *  ^^y  an  order  of  Pollock^  C.  B.,  setting  aside  a  judgment 

Sa^Bto'Tead  ''^^  ^7  ^^^  plwntiff in  this  case,  should  not  be  rescinded, 

■ereral  matters,  It  appeared  that,  ou  the  8th  of  February,  the  defendant's 

neither  of 

which  was  at.  attorney  duly  served  a  summons  to  plead  several  matters, 
^aintiff/  On  i^tumable  the  following  day.  No  one  attended  on  behalf 
the  return  of     of  the  plaintiff,  and  on  the  9th  a  second  summons  was 

the  second  '^ 

snmmons,  on  served,  returnable  on  the  10th,  on  which  day  the  defend- 

defendant's  tmt's  time  for  pleading  expired.      This  summons  being 

^»pired^e  ^^^^  ^^  ^°  *^  tum,  and  no  one  appearing  on  behalf  of  the 

took  out  and  plaintiff,  the  defendant's  attorney  made  an  affidavit  of  the 

serred  a  third 

summons,  re-  service  and  attendance,  and  left  ^t  with  the  judge's  derk 

foUowinj  day.  ^^  the  purposc  of  being  signed  by  the  judge.     The  judge, 

STnoifS^d  ^0^®'^^''*  l^ft  chambers  without  sigping  the  affidavit,  where- 

thissummonsy  upon  the  judge's  clerk  suggested  that  a  third  summons 

out  sisnwl 

judgment  after  should  be  taken  out,  returnable  on  the  11th,  which  was 
Mei-^HM,  a^^cordingly  done  and  duly  served.  No  one  attended  this 
that  the  third     gummons  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  judee,  upon 

summons  was  r  '  j      o  '     r 

no  stay  of  pro-  affidavit  of  the  service  and  attendance,  made  the  order  to 
that  the  judg-  plead  several  matters,  and  the  pleas  were  delivered  the  same 
Silar7"*  '*'      evening.    The  defendant  afterwards  found  that  the  plaintiff 

had  signed  judgment  on  the  11th,  after  the  hour  when  the 

third  summons  was  returnable. 

Archbold  shewed  cause. — The  order  setting  aside   the 
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judgment  is  correct.  A  summons  is  a  staj  of  proceedings  1848. 
from  the  time  it  is  returnable ;  and  there  is  no  difference  hawkins 
in  that  respect  between  a  third  and  a  second  summons.  _,  «• 
[Rolfe^  B. — After  a  second  summons,  the  party  has  the 
remedy  in  his  own  hands;  and  therefore  there  is  no 
need  of  a  stay  of  proceedings.]  Formerly  there  must 
hare  been  three  summonses,  and  an  affidavit  of  attendance 
thereon,  before  a  judge  would  make  an  order  ex  parte  (a). 
The  alteration  in  the  practice  is  an  indulgence  to  the 
party,  which  he  may  waive.  [Parke,  B. — ^As  the  de- 
fendant did  not  avail  himself  of  his  remedy,  the  other 
side  might  reasonably  suppose  that  he  did  not  intend  to 
pnraue  that  course.]  A  party  who  is  compelled  to  take 
out  a  third  summons  has  the  same  privilege  as  before. 
[FtaUy  B. — Suppose  the  defendant  had  taken  out  a  fourth 
or  a  fifth  summons,  would  that  be  a  stay  of  proceedings? 
It  is  difficult  to  see  what  limit  there  is.  Parke,  B. — The 
defendant  should  have  taken  care  that  the  affidavit  and 
order  were  made  on  the  day  the  second  summons  was  re^ 
tamable.] 

Lush  appeared  to  support  the  rule,  but  was  not  called 
upon. 

Per  Curiam  (i). — The  judgment  being  r^ular,  the  rule 
must  be  absolute  for  setting  aside  the  judge's  order;  but 
the  defendant  may  have  liberty  to  set  aade  the  judgment 
on  payment  of  costs. 

Bule  accordingly. 


(a)  1  Tidd.  Prac.  511. 
(b)  PoOoei,  C.  B.,  Parke,  B.,  B<^e,  B.,  and  PUUi,  B^ 
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Ma^  11.  Tattebsall  v.  Pabkinson. 

A  cause  and  1  HIS  wafl  a  rule  Calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  ahew  cause  why 

differeDoe  be-  ^^  should  not  pay  to  the  defendant  the  sums  of  21il  16«.  2dL 

S^^^^-  and  12«.  OJrf.,  pursuant  to  an  award, 
ferred  to  two         It  appeared  firom  the  affidavits,  that  an  action  was  brouirht 

arbitraton  and  ...  .  . 

an  umpire :  tiie  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant,  in  which  several  issues 

^'^'^  to  abide  ^^^^  raised ;  and  that>  by  a  judge's  order,  all  mattes  in 


the  remit.  The  difference  between  the  parties  were  referred  to  two  arbitra- 

umpire  award-  ^    ^ 

ed  that  all  for-  tors,  with  power  to  appoint  an  umpire :  the  costs  of  the 
ings  in  the  '  cause  to  abide  the  result,  and  the  costs  of  the  reference  and 
SrjgjS^  award  to  be  in  thediscretion  of  the  arWtmton.  The  umpire 
Mjeandbeno  awarded,  ''that  all  further  proceedings  in  the  said  cause  shall 
cnted,  and  that  henceforth  cease,  and  be  no  further  prosecuted;"  that  the 
should  par  to  plaintiff  should,  on  a  certain  day,  ''pay  to  the  defendant 
1^.  0K»  ^^''  ^\^i  being  the  amount  found  due  to  him,  and  that, 
to'w^  *^^  d***  ^P^*^  payment  thereof^  the  defendant  should  deliver  to  the 
mahd  was  plaintiff  the  four  ash-pans  mentioned  in  the  particulars  of 
i6f.  2i2.,  bdng  the  matters  in  difference;"  and  "that  each  of  them,  the 
w^jb^t  nSt*  plaintiff  and  defendant,  should  bear  and  pay  his  own  costs 
of  thei2#.0i<i.  of  the  reference,  and  that  the  costs  of  the  award  should  be 

A  role  haTing 

been  obtained,  borne  and  paid  by  them  in  equal  moieties."  A  personal 
piaindfftoshew'^^^^'^^  of  the  sum  of  21/1  16«.  2d,  being  the  costs  in  the 
ZSd'^W  oau8e,hadbeeniDadeupontheplamtiff,aQdpa7meiitrefii8ed; 
the  defendant     but  uo  demand  had  been  made  of  the  sum  of  12«.  0|dl 

both  those 
sums,  the 

sideringthe  PoMxy  shewed  cause. — First,  the  award  is  bad  upon  the 

validity  of  the    fo^e  of  it.     The  costs  of  the  cause  are  to  abide  the  result; 

award  donbtfoly 

refused  to  make  but  there  is  no  result  in  favour  of  either  party :  the  umpire 
lute  eren  as  to   ^^7  awards  that  all  proceedings  in  the  cause  shall  thenoe- 
mL^  ^       ^^^^  cease.    Where  a  replevin  suit  was  referred  to  arbitra- 
tion, the  costs  of  the  suit  to  abide  the  event,  and  the  arbi- 
trators awarded  that  the  pkdntiff  should  pay  to  the  defend- 
ant 6/1,  and  that  the  action  should  be  no  further  prosecuted. 
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it  ^ni8  held,  that  the  award  did  not  shew  who  oijght  to  pay        1848. 
the  coetSy  and  oonsequentlj  was  not  final:  In  re  Leeming    xIttbmaxl 
and  Feamky(a).     The  Court  there  say,  that  '^it  must  ^* 

appear  by  the  award  that  the  action  is  finally  determined 
in  fiiyour  of  one  of  the  parties,  or  else  it  cannot  be  ascer- 
tuned  how  the  costs  are  to  ga"  Blanchard  y«  LSly  (i)  is 
distinguishable ;  for  there  the  arbitrator  awarded  that  cer- 
tain actions  be  discontinued,  and  that  each  party  pay  his 
own  costs,  which  was,  in  efiect,  an  award  of  a  stet  pro- 
cesses.— Secondly,  there  has  been  no  demand  of  the  sum  of 
12«.  QiyU ;  and  the  authorities  shew  that,  in  a  case  of  this 
kind,  a  demand  is  equally  necessary  as  on  a  motion  for 
an  attachment:  Bickarda  y.  Patterson  (e),  fFinwood  y. 
Hauli{d). 

Hugh  ESUf  contrft. — ^First,  the  rule  may  be  absolute,  at 
least  as  to  the  21 JL  16«.  2<2.,  which  sum  has  been  demanded. 
\Poarhe,  B. — ^You  do  not  release  the  \2s,  0^.]  It  may  be 
made  part  of  the  rule,  that  the  daim  to  the  12«.  0|dl  has 
been  abandoned.  [Parke,  B. — ^You  cannot  have  a  rule 
absolute  in  ihis  case,  unless  you  could  have  an  attachment; 
The  defendant  ought  not  to  make  this  application  as  it  were 
piecemeaL] — Secondly,  the  award  is  sufficient  The  costs 
are  to  abide  the  result,  not  the  event.  It  is  clear  that 
nodiing  is  due  to  the  plaintiff;  therefore  the  decision  in  the 
action  is  against  him.  In  addition  to  that,  he  is  ordered  to 
pay  the  defendant  the  sum  of  12s.  0^  fi)und  due  to  the 
ktter.  [Bolfey  B. — ^If  the  defendant  were  indebted  to  the 
plaintiff  in  20L,  and  the  plaintiff  indebted  to  the  defendant 
in  20L  I2s.  0^,  then  the  award  would  be  correct.]  Eyery 
intendment  will  be  made  in  fayour  of  the  award;  and,  in  the 
yiew  suggested,  it  is  perfectiy  correct. 


(a)  5  B.  &  Ad.  403.  (c)  8  M.  &  W.  313. 

(6)  9  East,  497.  {d)  14  M.  &  W.  Id7« 
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1848.  Pollock,  C.  B. — I  do  not  come  to  that  conclusion  with 

Tatterball   sufficient  certainty  to  indace  me  to  think  that  we  ought  to 
^'  exercise  the  extraordinary  power  of  the  Court  in  enfbrdnir 

the  award.     The  rule  must  be  discharged  with  costs. 

Parke,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Bule  discharged  wiih  costs. 


ifa/11426.  Faviell  v.  The  Eastern  Counties  Bailway 

Company. 

A  writ  having  JVlLABTIN  moved  for  a  rule  calling  on  the  plaintLBTto  shew 
tion  of  d^*^'  cause  why  the  award  made  in  this  cause  should  not  be  set 
agiinst  an  in-     aside.    In  the  year  1841,  the  phiintiff  entered  into  a  con- 

oorporated  ^      ^  * 

railway  com-  tract  under  seal  with  the  Eastern  Counties  Bailway  Com* 

Ouite'  at-'  P&ny  for  the  construction  of  certain  portions  of  their  line  at 

Mnted  to  a'  ^  Stipulated  price,  and  according  to  certain  drawings,  plamf, 

judge's  order  and  specifications.    The  deed  contained  a  dause  that  the 

referring  to  ar*         ,     , 

bitration  **  the  plaintiff  should  not  be  entitled  to  charge  for  any  alteration  or 

pldntiff  in  Uie  addition,  unless  made  under  the  sanction  of  a  note  in  writing 

*L^tiff  lalm!  ^^K°®^  ^y  ^^^  ^f  *^®  directors  of  the  Company.     The  deed 

ed,  before  the  also  contained  a  covenant  by  the  Company  to  deliver  pos- 

inm  for  extra  sessiou  0^  Certain  land  to  the  pLuntiff  within  a  specified 

work  ooca- 
noned  by  the 

defendants'  breach  of  coyenant  in  not  giTing  the  plaintiff  possession  of  certain  land  at  a  stipn- 
lated  time.  The  arbitrator  entertained  this  claim,  thongh  objected  to,  and  awarded  the  plain- 
tiff a  sum  in  respect  of  it.  The  Court  having  refused  to  set  aside  the  award — Heldf  (on  motion 
to  enforce  it  under  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110),  first,  that  if  the  matter  in  dispute  were  not  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  arbitrator,  the  defendants  should  have  applied  to  the  Court  to  revoke  the 
submission ;  but  not  having  done  so,  and  the  plaintiff  having  set  up  this  matter  as  "  a  claim  in 
the  action,''  and  the  arbitrator  having  so  decided  in  respect  of  it,  his  award  was  binding,  how- 
ever erroneous. 

Secondly,  that  the  submission  was  valid,  though  the  attorney  had  no  authority,  under  seal, 
to  defend  or  refer  the  cause. 
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tune,  for  the  purpose  of  executing  his  contract.  A  portion 
of  the  work  consisted  of  an  eztensiye  embankment,  which 
the  nature  of  the  soil  rendered  difficult  and  expensive  to 
coDstructy  and  which,  as  the  plaintiff  alleged,  was  rendered 
the  more  so  by  reason  of  the  defendants'  having  failed  to 
put  him  in  possession  of  the  land  at  the  stipulated  time. 
The  plaintiff  proceeded  with  the  work,  and  sent  in  a  daim 
of  10,307/L  05.  Id.  for  extra  expenses  incurred  by  him  in 
the  execution  of  his  contract,  by  being,  as  he  alleged,  delayed 
by  the  Company  in  getting  possession  of  the  land.  This 
daim  having  been  disallowed,  tiie  plaintiff  brought  the 
present  action  of  debt  for  work  and  labour,  to  recover  that 
enm,  together  with  a  portion  of  the  stipulated  price,  amount- 
ing in  the  whole  to  about  15,000JL  The  writ  was  tendered 
to  the  defendants'  attorney,  who  thereupon  consented  to 
refer  the  matter  to  a  legal  arbitrator,  and  a  judge's  order 
was  drawn  up,  by  which  **  the  claims  of  the  plaintiff  in 
this  action,  and  the  set-off  of  the  defendants'  therein,"  were 
alone  referred.  It  was  urged  before  the  arbitrator,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  entitied  to  recover  in  this  action  of  debt 
the  amount  of  the  extra  work  occasioned  by  the  non-deli- 
very of  the  land,  and  that  his  only  remedy  was  by  action 
for  damages  for  the  breach  of  covenant.  The  arbitrator, 
however,  received  evidence  of  the  extra  work,  and  awarded 
**  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  in  respect  of  his 
said  claim,  the  sum  of  14,410JL  Os.  7<£,  and  that  the  defend- 
ants were  entitied,  in  respect  of  their  set-off  in  the  said 
action,  to  the  sum  of  1820/1  11^.,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitied  to  recover  the  balance,  the  sum  of  12,689/1  9s,  7</l" 
The  defendants'  attorney  deposed,  that  he  had  no  authority 
under  the  seal  of  the  Company  to  sign  the  consent  to  the 
reference,  but  was  only  verbally  authorised  by  the  chair- 
man of  the  directors,  and  that  he  had  no  warrant  to  de- 
fend made  out  or  executed  in  any  way,  and  that  there 
was  no  entry  of  record  ever  made  in  respect  of  any  such 
warrant 


1848. 
Fatibll 

V, 

EASTCaK 

Counties 
Railway  Co» 


RAJI.WAT  Co. 
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Martin. — The  arbitrator  has  exceeded  hia  juris^ction. 

The  eubmissioa  was  eolely  of  daime  in  aa  actioa  of  debt; 

but  the  arbitrator  haa  awarded  die  pluntiff  tbe  extra  ex- 

CoDHTiu      penaee,  which  could  only  be  recovered  aa  damages  in  an 

action  of  covenant.     [PoSodt,  C  B The  arbitrator  may 

have  made  a  mistake  in  point  of  law ;  bnt  that  ia  no  ground 
for  Betting  amde  the  award.  Parke,  B. — K  the  arbitrator 
had  found  in  terms  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  so  much 
diunagee,  the  award  would  have  been  void  aa  to  that.  The 
question  here  was,  whether  the  smn  dumed  for  extra  woi^ 
was  a  diiit,  and  the  arbitrator  finds  it  was.]  The  arbitratoi'B 
attention  was  called  to  the  nature  of  the  cLum,  and  he  per- 
sisted is  reodviog  the  evidence.  \PoBoek,  C  6. — Then 
you  might  have  applied  to  the  Court  or  a  judge  to  revoke 
the  submission.]  A  reference  of  all  debts  does  not  give 
tbe  arbitrator  any  jurisdiction  over  damages.  [Parke,  B. 
— It  is  simply  the  case  of  an  erroneous  dedsion;  and  if 
parties  choose  to  refer  a  matter  to  a  judge  of  their  own 
selection,  they  are  bound  by  his  dedmon,  both  in  &ct  and 
law.  The  fallacy  lies  in  asauming  that  tbe  arbitrator  has 
exceeded  his  jurisdiction.] 

MotHh  then  moved  to  set  aude  tiie  order  of  reference. — 

The  Company,  being  a  corporation,  could  not  become  par- 

ties  to  a  reference,  except  by  a  enbmission  under  thdr 

common  seaL     An  order  of  reference  is  a  mere  agreemeut 

between  the  parties,  sanctioned  by  a  judge,  and  only  di&rs 

firom  an  ordinary  agreement  inscmiuch  as  it  may  be  made 

a  rule  of  court,  and  its  performance  enforced  in  a  more 

summary  way  than  by  action.     [PbUodt,  C.  B. — The  same 

objection  would  apply  to  on  order  of  Nisi  Prius ;  so  that, 

according  to  your  argument,  a  corporation  could  never  refer 

tie  jury  were  sworn. .  Parke,  B. — By  usage, 

nay  refer  a  case  in  which  he  is  employed  as 

[ere  tiiere  is  a  further  objection,  that  the  at- 

If  was  not  appoiq^  under  seaL      [PoBock, 

1  are  right,  you  do  not  want  our  asaiBtaiKe. 
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In  any  attempt  to  enforce  the  awardi  you  can  defend  your*  1848. 

self  on  these  grounds.    If  we  were  to  set  aside  the  awards  fatibll 

we  should  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  the  opportunity  of  having  j^jj^^^ 

the  matter  settled  by  a  court  of  error.]  Countiks 

Railway  Co. 

Bules  refused. 


Knowksy  for  the  plaintiff^  obtained  a  rule  under  the  1 
&  2  Tict.  c  110,  calling  on  the  defendants  to  shew  cause 
why  they  should  not  pay  to  the  plaintiff  12,589/.  9s.  7cL, 
the  sum  awarded  to  him. 

Martin,  WiOea,  and  Prentice  shewed  cause  in  Trinity 
Term  (May  26). — The  Court  will  not  enforce  the  award 
in  a  summary  manner,  but  will  allow  the  defendants  an 
opportunity  of  raising  the  objection  by  plea.  An  arbi- 
trator cannot  give  himself  jurisdiction  by  improperly  de- 
ciding upon  a  matter  not  submitted  to  him.  In  that 
respect,  there  is  no  difference  between  an  arbitrator  and 
an  inferior  court:  Roberts  v.  Hvmbyia).  It  is  conceded, 
that  if  an  arbitrator  makes  a  wrong  decision  in  point  of 
fact,  upon  a  matter  within  his  jurisdiction,  such  decision  is 
final  and  condusive;  but  the  objection  here  is,  that  the 
arbitrator^  has  determined  a  matter  to  be  within  his  juris- 
diction which  the  parties  never  submitted  to  him.  In 
Vmer's  Abr.,  tit.  "  Arbitrement,"  (D.)  6, 7,  it  is  said,  "  If 
a  submisnon  be  of  all  actions  personal,  sectis  et  querelis, 
the  arbitrator  cannot  make  an  award  of  any  suit,  action,  or 
quarrel  which  is  real,  but  only  of  such  which  are  personal; 
for  tiie  word  'personal'  refers  to  all  which  comes  after  in 
the  copulative ;  but  if  the  submisaon  had  been  of  all  actions 
personal,  ac  sectis  et  querelis,  the  arbitrator  might  have 
made  an  award  of  real  things ;  for  the  word  '  ac'  disjoins 
them."  So  here,  the  submission  being  of  matters  of  debt 
alone,  the  arbitrator  had  no  power  to  decide  upon  a  daim 

(a)  3  M.  &  W.  120. 
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1848.  which  formed  the  subject  of  nnliquidated  damage :  Macin^ 
Fatikix  ^^^  ^-  ^^  Midland  Counties  Bathoay  (a).  The  excess  of 
2^'  jurisdiction  may  be  shewn  by  plea :  IStcheUy.  Staveley  {b) ; 

CoHNTiEs  KiTiff  V.  Bowen  (c) ;  and  the  defendants  ought  to  have  the 
opportunity  of  doing  so.  On  the  same  principle,  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  quashes  a  conviction  where  justices  have 
acted  without  jurisdiction,  or  grants  a  mandamus  where 
they  have  erroneously  decided  that  they  have  no  jurisdic- 
tion. Besides,  this  proceeding  is  a  substitute  for  the  re- 
medy by  attachment,  and  is  governed  by  the  same  rules^ 
and  no  attachment  can  be  granted  against  a  corporation. 

Secondly,  there  was  no  valid  submisdon.  Prior  to 
the  rules  of  Hilary  Term,  4  Will.  4,  ss.  4,  16,  warrants 
of  attorney  to  sue  or  defend  must  have  been  entered  of 
record.  A  corporation  cannot  appear  to  an  action,  except 
by  warrant  of  attorney,  under  the  corporate  seal :  Rex  v. 
77ie  City  of  Chester  {d).  In  Flowden,  91,  it  is  expressly 
laid  down,  that  a  corporation  "cannot  appear  by  bailiff, 
without  having  a  warrant  in  writing."  This  is  the  case  of 
an  unauthorised  appearance  by  an  attorney,  and  is  dis- 
tinguishable from  Bacon  v.  Du  Barry  (e),  inasmuch  as 
there  the  attorney  had  himself  executed  the  arbitration 
bond.  Filmer  v.  Delber{f)  is  the  only  decision  that  an 
attorney  may  refer  a  cause  against  the  express  direction  of 
his  client ;  and  it  is  contrary  to  all  principle  that  an  agent 
should  have  power  to  bind  his  principal  by  a  contract  which 
the  latter  has  forbidden.  [P2tz/^,  B. — As  between  attorney 
and  client,  you  may  be  right ;  but  surely  an  attorney,  duly 
appointed,  has  authority  to  bind  his  client  as  to  third  per- 
sons. Alderson,  B. — How  is  the  other  side  to  know  whe- 
ther the  attorney  has  authority  or  not?  In  Bayhy  v. 
Buckland(ff),  the  Court  laid  down  the  rule,  that,  where  a 

(a)  14  M.  &  W.  548.  (e)  Carth.  412. 

(6)  16  East,  68.  (/)  3  Taunt.  486. 

(c)  8  M.  &  W.  625.  (g)  1  Exch.  1. 

(d)  2  Show.  966 ;  1  Skin.  154. 


EASTEB   TERM,    11  VICT.  349 

defendant  had  notice  of  the  action,  and  an  attorney,  without        1848. 
authority,  appeared  for  him,  the  proceedings  would  not  be       p][^I^ 
set  aside ;  otherwise,  if  the  defendant  had  no  notice.     The      ^  ^' 

Eastbrk 

prindple  of  that  case  goyems  this.]    Biddell  v.  Dowse  (a)      Countibs 
shews  that  a  submission  by  an  attorney,  who  appeared  for      ^^^"^^^ 
an  infant,  is  void.     [Aldersauy  B. — In  that  case  there  was 
no  consent  by  the  infants,  or  any  person  representing  them, 
for  they  could  not  appoint  an  attorney.] 

The  AUomey-'Generaly  in  support  of  the  rule,  called  the 
attention  of  the  Court  to  certain  parts  of  the  affidavits,  by 
which  it  appeared  that  the  sum  in  dispute  was  chdmed  by 
the  plaintiff,  in  his  particulars,  as  a  debt  due  in  the  action. 
(He  was  then  stopped  by  the  Court).  As  to  the  second 
point,  he  argued  that,  the  attorney  having  described  him- 
self in  the  affidavits  as  such,  it  must  be  taken  that  he  was 
properly  appointed,  and  that  he  had  authority  to  bind  the 
corporation  by  any  act  done  by  him  in  the  conduct  of  the 
suit. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — The  only  arguable  point  is,  whether 
the  arbitrator  has  exceeded  his  jurisdiction  in  awarding 
compensation  to  the  plaintiff  in  respect  of  his  claim  for  extra 
work.  This  is  said  to  be  a  fit  matter  for  the  decision  of 
the  Court,  upon  the  question  being  raised  by  plea.  But 
the  arbitrator  has  already  decided  that  this  claim  is  a  debt. 
If,  indeed,  on  a  reference  of  all  claims  in  an  action  of  debt, 
the  arbitrator  were  to  entertain  a  claim  for  damages  in  an 
action  of  assault  or  criminal  conversation,  probably  the 
Court,  if  the  subject  were  brought  before  them,  would  not 
allow  the  reference  to  proceed;  but  upon  the  facts  now 
before  us  the  question  is  not  whether  the  arbitrator  has 
exceeded  his  jurisdiction,  but  whether  he  has  decided  the 
matter  in  dispute.     The  question  before  him  was,  whether 

(a)  6  B.  &  C.  255. 
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this  daim  for  extra  work  was  a  claim  in  the  action^  or  mere 
damages ;  the  reference  goes  on,  and  the  arbitrator  comes  to 
the  conclusion  that  it  is  a  daim  in  the  action,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  certain  sum  in  respect  of  it.  Whe- 
ther correctly  or  inconrectly,  he  has  dedded  the  matter,  and 
his  award  is  conduave. 


Aldersok,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion*  I  was  at  first 
struck  by  the  argument,  that  the  extent  of  the  arbitratoi^s 
jurisdiction  could  not  be  interpreted  by  his  own  judgment, 
and  I  still  think  so.  But  here  the  arbitrator  had  a  general 
jurisdiction  over  the  matter,  because  the  reference  was  of 
the  plaintiff's  "  claims  in  the  action,"  and  the  plaintiff  claimed 
this  amount  of  damage  as  a  debt  He  may  be  wrong  in  his 
view,  and  the  arbitrator  also  wrong  in  taking  it  into  con- 
sideration; but  when  the  defendants  saw  the  arbitrator  en- 
tertaining a  question  which  he  ought  not  to  entertain,  it 
was  their  duty  to  interpose  and  apply  to  a  judge,  for  the 
purpose  of  being  allowed  to  revoke  the  submission,  which, 
no  doubt,  would  have  been  granted,  had  it  appeared  by 
affidavit  that  the  arbitrator  intended  to  exceed  his  jurisdic- 
tion. The  question  as  to  the  construction  of  the  submissiou 
would  then  have  been  raised  before  the  judge ;  but,  instead 
of  ddDg  that,  the  defendants,  though  they  find  the  arbitra- 
tor going  on,  do  not  interpose,  but  make  the  question  one 
for  his  determination,  and  he  has  determined  it.  The  ex- 
tent of  the  arbitrator's  jurisdiction  is  to  be  taken  according 
to  the  plain  words  of  the  submission,  namdy,  of  the  ^'claims" 
wluch  the  plaintiff  makes  in  the  action,  and  this  is  one. 

With  respect  to  the  otiier  point,  I  concur  in  opinion  with 
the  Lord  Chief  Baron.  Parties  suing  a  corporation  would 
be  grievously  injured  if  they  were  obliged  in  all  cases  to 
inquire  whether  the  attorney  for  the  corporation  was  autiior- 
ised  under  seaL 


BoLFE,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    Let  us  see  what 
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was  referred  to  the  arbitrator.  In  the  language  of  the  affida-        1848. 
Yit»  it  is  '*  the  claims  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  action,  and  the       Fatiell 
set-off  of  the  defendants  therein."    If,  then,  the  sum  in  dis-      «,  ^* 

£A8TBRir 

pute  was  one  of  the  plaintiff's  claims  in  the  action,  the  Countiks 
objection  fSuls.  It  is  dear,  from  the  affidavits,  that  the 
pkintiff  claimed  a  sum  of  15,000/1  for  debt,  which  included 
this  extra  work ;  and  after  that,  it  is  impossible  to  saj  it 
was  not  referred  to  the  arbitrator  to  determine  whether  or 
no  the  daim  in  question  was  a  debt.  The  arbitrator  has 
decided  that  it  could  be  established  as  a  debt,  and  has 
awarded  accordingly.    I  also  concur  as  to  the  other  point. 

Platt,  B, — I  also  think  that  the  rule  ought  to  be  abso- 
lute. An  attorney  who  has  once  appeared  for  a  party  has 
jurisdiction  over  the  cause,  and  may  refer  it.  If  the  attor- 
ney acted  without  authority,  and  the  client  is  injured,  he 
has  a  remedy  by  action  against  the  attorney.  Here  the 
attorney  having  in  fact  appeared  for  the  defendants,  they 
are  estopped  from  saying  that  he  was  not  properly  ap- 
pointed, and  having  authority  to  appear,  he  had  also  autho- 
rity to  conduct  the  whole  case. 

With  regard  to  the  other  point,  when  it  comes  to  be  un- 
derstood, it  is  perfectly  plain.  The  defendants  in  effect 
say,  *'  I  only  refer  this  daim  if  you,  the  pbiintiff,  can  esta- 
blish it  to  be  a  debtJ"  By  the  judgment  of  the  arbitrator, 
the  plaintiff  did  establish  it  to  be  a  debt 

Bule  absolute. 
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1848. 
Mt^  15.  Allen  v.  Shabp. 

An  aMeasment  JtiEPLE  YIN  of  goods  and  chattels.  Ayowrji  that^  on 
bwS-tL^'  the  fith  of  Aprils  1844,  and  from  thence  until  and  on,  and 
Act!  is  final       to  the  end  of  the  5th  of  April,  1845,  and  from  thence  until 

md  oondniiTe, 

unieM  appealed  the  end  of  the  5th  of  April,  1846,  and  from  thence  until 
B^H^'^re.^     ^^'^  At  the  euud  time  when,  &c.,  the  plaintiff  did,  in  the 

43G^.^3  ^  P*™*^  ^^  ^^  ^^™®'  ^  ^^  district  of  St  Anne,  &a,  exer- 
c.  99, 1. 24.      cise  and  cany  on  the  trade  and  business  of  a  horse-dealer, 

'X*nercior6f 

where  a  party  and  was,  during  all  the  times  aforesaid  respectiyelj,  an  in- 

tbe  dnty'im-^  habitant  of  the  said  parish,  within  the  district,  &c.,  afore- 

Sh^"deai-  ^* 5  that,  after  the  5th of  April,  1845,  and  before  the 

enf^—Heid,  20th  of  June  in  the  last-mentioned  year,  J.  S.  and  £.  W., 

lion  of  the  aa-  then  being  the  assessors  duly  appointed  according  to  the 

pwty  wmTI  ****  several  acts  of  Parliament  passed  for  levying  the  several 

borae-deaier,  duties  of  asscssed  taxes,  and  relating  tiiereto,  and  in  all  res- 

howe?  er  eiTo«  •     i* 

neona,  ooold  pccts  duly  qualified  to  make  the  assessments  hereinafter 
tioned  io'an  mentioned,  and  having  theretofore  and  after  their  appoint- 
■*^-  j^  ment,  to  wit,  on  &c,  taken  the  oath  required  to  be  taken  by 
ther  a  penon  such  asscssors,  before  they  acted  as  such  assessors,  aocord- 
miaaion  sella  Vy  i^ig  to  the  said  acts  of  Parliament,  did  make  an  assessment 
^wntaS*'   upon  tiie  several  inhabitants  of  die  parish  of  St  Anne,  West- 

the  hones  of 

others,  ia  a  '<  horse-dealer''  within  the  Assessed-Tax  Acta. 
Replevin  Uei  m  etery  case  of  an  alleged  wrongfol  taking  of  goods. 
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minster,  pnnuant  to  the  said  acts,  for  the  year  ending  the 
5th  of  April,  1846,  which  said  assessment  was  then,  before 
the  aaid  20th  of  June,  to  wit,  on  Ac,  dulj,  and  according  to 
the  said  acts  of  Parliament,  certified  upon  oath  by  the  said 
J.  S.  and  E.  W.,  to,  and  allowed,  according  to  the  dire6- 
tioma  of  the  said  acts  of  Parliament,  hj  J.  B.  and  P.  T«, 
then  being  two  of  the  comnussioners  for  the  affairs  of  taxes 
acdng  for  the  said  district  of  St.  Anne,  according  to  the 
acts  of  Parliament,  &c ;  that,  in  and  bj  the  said  assess- 
ment, he  the  plaintiff,  as  such  inhabitant  as  aforesaid,  and 
a  person  so  ezerdsang  the  said  trade  and  business  in  the 
said  parish,  &c.,  was,  bj  the  said  J.  S.  and  £.  W.,  then 
being  such  assessors  as  aforesaid,  assessed  in  the  sum  of 
251,  as  and  for  the  duties  of  22L  lOs.  and  2/.  10«.  payable 
by  horse-dealers,  under  the  48  Oeo.  3,  and  52  Geo.  3,  for, 
amongst  other  things,  granting  duties  payable  by  persons 
who  should  use  or  exercise  the  trade  and  business  of  a  horse- 
dealer  within  the  cities  of  London  and  Westminster,  &c. ; 
and  also  in  the  ftirtfaer  sum  of  2L  lis.  lOd.,  part  whereof,  to 
wit,  2L  lOf.,  was  the  additional  duty  of  lOL  per  cent  upon 
the  said  sum  of  25/. — that  is  to  say,  such  additional  duty  of 
lOL  per  cent,  as  was  granted  to  our  Lady  the  now  Queen, 
by  l3ie  statute  passed  in  the  third  year  of  her  reign,  for 
granting  to  her  said  Majesty  duties  of  customs,  excise,  and 
assessed  taxes,  and  the  reridue  of  which  said  sum  of 
2L  16s.  lOd.  was  such  additional  duty  of  lOL  per  cent, 
granted  by  the  last-mentioned  act  upon  and  in  addition 
to  certain  other  duties,  amounting  to  3/.  8s.  9d.,  in  which 
the  plaintiff  was  duly  assessed  in  and  by  the  said  assess- 
ment, and  to  the  payment  of  which,  and  to  be  so  assessed 
as  aforesaid,  he  the  plaintiff  was,  according  to  the  said  se-  . 
veral  statutes  relating  to  assessed  taxes,  liable. — The  avowry 
then  allied  the  payment  by  the  plaintiff  of  the  said  sums 
of  31  8«.  9d.  and  6t.  lOd. ;  the  due  appointment  of  the  de- 
lendanty  by  the  commissioners,  as  coUector  of  the  said  du- 
iiea;  tfaeddiverytohimof  a  warrant  by  the  commissioners, 

A  a2 
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1848.  ^  requiring  him  to  distrain  on  nonpayment  thereof;  the  de- 
mand bj  the  defendant  upon  the  plaintiff  of  the  said  duties 
of  25L  and  2/.  lOs.;  a  refusal  by  the  plaintiff  to  pay  the 
same,  and  the  taking  of  the  goods  and  chattels  in  the  de- 
claration mentioned  by  the  defendant  as  such  coUector,  and 
by  virtue  of  the  ssdd  warrant,  as  and  for  a  distress  for  the 
said  sum  of  27L  10^.  so  in  arrear :  Verification. 
Beplication,  de  iiyuria. 

At  the  trial  of  the  cause,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  de- 
fendant, by  consent,  and  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 
on  the  following  case. 

The  avowry  was  admitted  by  the  plaintiff  to  be  entirely 
true,  except  so  fiur  as  relates  to  the  plaindff  having  used  or 
exercised  the  trade  and  business  of  a  horse-dealer,  or  being 
or  having  been  liable  to  be  assessed  for  the  duty  payable  by 
horse-dealers,  or  persons  using  or  exercising  the  trade  or 
business  of  horse-dealers. 

The  duty  was  imposed  under  the  provisions  of  the  stat.  48 
Geo.  3,  c  65,  Sched.  (H),  and  52  Geo.  3,  c  93,  Sched.  (H), 
whereby  it  is  made  payable  by  every  person  who  shall  use 
or  exercise  the  trade  and  business  of  a  horse-dealer. 

As  to  the  pbdntiff's  liability  to  be  so  assessed,  the 
following  were  the  facts  admitted  at  the  trial,  and  on  which 
the  plaintiff  contended  that  he  was  not  liable:  — 

The  plaintiff,  during  the  time  in  respect  of  which  the  as- 
sessment was  made,  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  viz.  from  the 
5th  of  April,  1844,  to  the  5th  of  April,  1845,  was  the  pro- 
prietor of  Aldridge's  Repository,  in  Upper  St.  Martin's- 
lane,  in  the  parish  of  St  Anne,  Westminster,  and  there 
carried  on  the  business  of  selling  horses  and  carriages,  har- 
ness, and  other  things,  for  persons  upon  commission.  The 
repository  was  open  to  all  persons  desirous  of  selling  pro- 
perty of  that  description ;  and  the  general  mode  of  selling 
was  by  public  auction.  These  sales  took  place  periocUcally, 
viz.  once  a  week  in  the  winter  months,  and  twice  in  each 
week  in  the  summer  months ;  and  the  horses  or  carriages, 
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or  other  property,  were  geDerally  sent  into  the  pbuntiff's 
premises  a  few  days  previously  to  the  day  on  which  they 
were  to  be  sold.  They  were  arranged  in  lots,  and  cata- 
logaes  and  particulars  of  sale  were  printed  and  distributed ; 
and  the  property  was  then  put  up  for  sale  by  public  auction 
by  the  plaintiff  or  his  manager,  upon  the  premises.  If  the 
same  was  sold,  the  plaintiff  charged  the  seller  a  commission 
of  5L  per  cent,  upon  the  purchase-money,  and  also  a  fur- 
ther sum  for  the  keep  of  the  horses  or  standmg  of  the  car* 
riages  or  other  property  until  the  time  of  sale.  If  the  same 
was  not  sold,  the  pbdntiff  charged  from  6s.  to  78.  6cL  for 
puttii^  it  up  by  auction,  and  the  keep  or  standing,  as  before 
stated.  Where  the  property  was  put  up  for  sale,  but  was 
not  sold  by  public  auction,  the  plaintiff  occaaonally  sold  it 
after  the  auction  for  the  owner  by  private  contract,  and  he 
then  made  the  same  charges  as  if  it  had  been  sold  by  auc* 
tion.  The  number  of  horses  sold  by  the  plaintiff  for  other 
persons,  between  the  5th  of  April,  1844,  and  the  5th  of 
April,  1845,  otherwise  than  by  public  auction,  was  to  that  of 
the  sales  of  public  auction  in  the  proportion  of  about  three 
to  one  hundred. 

The  plaintiff  also  occasionally,  but  very  rarely,  received 
horses  and  carriages  and  other  property  from  other  persons 
for  sale  by  private  contract  on  their  account,  but  not  ex- 
ceeding six  instances  in  the  course  of  any  one  year,  and  he 
then  chaiged  commission  as  upon  a  sale  by  auction,  and  the 
keep  or  standing  if  sold ;  and,  if  not  sold,  then  only  the  keep 
or  standing  to  the  proprietors  of  such  property.  The  business 
carried  on  by  the  plaintiff  was  simply  selling  horses  and  car- 
riages and  other  property,  in  the  way  before  described,  for 
and  as  the  property  of  other  persons.  He  did  not  buy  horses 
or  carriages,  or  other  property  on  his  own  account,  in  the  way 
of  trade  or  business.  The  pluntiff 's  principal  business  was 
selling  horses  and  carriages  by  auction  as  before  mentioned, 
but  he  also  frequently  sold  by  auction  or  commission  for 
other  persons,  being  the  owners  thereof,  harness  and  stable 
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1848.  ^  Qtenfiik,  and  the  stock  of  hone-dealen  and  people  employ* 
ing  horses  and  carriages,  and  occasionally  also  leases  of  the 
premises  on  which  the  business  of  such  persons  had  been 
carried  on.  The  plaintiff  also,  on  all  his  printed  postings 
bills  and  catalogues  of  sales,  printed  and  issued  the  follow- 
notice : — "  The  public  is  respectfully  requested  to  take 
notice,  that  the  business  of  Aldridge's  Bepository  is  strictly 
confined  to  sales  by  auction  and  conumssion>  there  being  no 
dealing  on  the  part  of  the  proprietor^  nor  by  any  person 
employed  by  him,  to  operate  to  the  prqudice  of  dther 
buyers  or  sellers;  and  that  under  no  drcumstanoes  is  the 
practice  of  misrepresenting  the  ownership  of  horses  ever 
resorted  to.  The  days  of  payment  for  the  proceeds  are  on 
Saturdays  and  Mondays  only,  upon  production  of  tbe  printed 
receipt."  The  plaintiff  also,  several  times  in  each  week, 
caused  advertisements  to  be  inserted  in  the  public  daily 
newspapers  to  the  same  effect.  The  plaintifl^  during  all 
the  time  aforesaid,  took  out  auctioneers'  licenses,  and  ptid 
the  duty  thereon,  for  himself  and  also  ibr  his  manager,  and 
exercised  no  other  trade  or  business,  as  before  mentioned* 

The  plaintiff  having  declined  to  pay  the  assessment^  on 
the  ground  that  he  was  not  liable  to  the  horse-dealers'  duty, 
and  having  intimated  his  intention  to  nuse  the  question  of 
his  liability,  the  seizure  in  question  was  made  upon  his 
goods,  and  he  thereupon  caused  the  goods  to  be  replevied; 
and  this  action  was  commenced  by  the  plaintifl^  in  order  to 
raise  the  question  of  his  liability  to  be  so  assessed  as  in  the 
avowry  set  forth. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff 
was  liable  to  be  assessed  to  the  horse-dealers'  duty  as 
aforesaid,  or,  that  if  not  so  liable,  the  avowry  could  still 
be  supported,  the  verdict  for  the  defendant  was  to  stand. 
If  the  Court  should  be  of  a  contrary  opinion,  the  verdict 
was  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  with  5L  damages.  The 
Court  to  be  at  liberty  to  draw  such  inferences  of  facts 
as  the  jury  would  have  drawn;  and  at  the  desire  of  either 
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jntj,  the  preient  case  is  to  be  converted  into  a  special        1848. 
▼eidict)  and  the  inference  of  facts  found  by  the  Court  in 
that  case  to  be  stated  as  facts. 

Sir  jP.  J^ketiffer  {Offk  and  BamB  wilh  him)  for  the  plain- 
tifp. — ^Fiist,  it  will  be  objected  that,  in  the  present  case, 
the  action  of  replevin  cannot  be  maintained  That  objeo- 
iion  arises  from  confounding  the  act  of  the  sherifP,  in  giving 
up  the  goods,  with  the  action  of  replevin.  Whether  the 
sheriff  was  right  or  wrong  in  returning  the  goods,  the  plain- 
tiff  is  equally  well  entitled  to  maintain  replevin  for  their 
sdzure,  as  he  would  be  to  n>aint4iin  trover  or  detinue.  An 
action  of  replevin  may  be  commenced  without  any  return 
of  the  goods.  George  v.  Chambers  {a)  is  a  conclusive  au- 
thority to  shew  that  replevin  will  lie  in  this  case.  Parker 
B.,  in  his  judgment  there,  says,  '*  The  question  now  to  be 
decided  is  simply  whether  goods,  taken  under  a  pretended 
authority,  can  be  replevied.  Prim&  facie  there  is  no  doubt 
they  can ;  for,  though  in  ordinary  practice  it  is  applied  only 
to  a  distress  for  rent,  yet  a  replevin  is  at  common  law  a 
remedy  applicable  in  all  cases  where  goods  are  improperly 
taken."     [PorAe,  B. — ^Youneednot  arguethatpoint  further.] 

Secondly,  the  plaintiff  was  not  liable  to  be  assessed 
to  the  duty  imposed  on  horse-dealers.  He  was  neither  a 
horse-dealer  in  fact,  nor  within  the  meaning  of  the  statutes 
relating  to  assessed  taxes.  A  **  dealer''  is  one  who  *'  buys 
and  sdls  for  profit."  It  is  true  that,  in  the  case  of  Rex  v. 
Cammisshnere  of  Excise  {b),  a  buyer  of  foreign  wine  was 
held  to  be  a  dealer  in  it ;  but  that  decision  proceeded  on 
the  particular  language  of  the  statute  26  Geo.  3,  c.  59,  s. 
8,  which  was  in  the  alternative  that  no  person  should  "  deal 
in  or  sell"  foreign  wine  without  a  license.  [Alderson,  B. — 
The  strict  meaning  of  the  word  *'  deal"  is  to  '<  distribute." 
Does  not  the  plaintiff  distribute  horses  in  the  course  of 

(a)  11  H.  &  W.  149.  (6)  2  T.  R.  381. 
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1848.  traffic?]  The  24  Greo.  3,  c.  31,  after  impomng  certain 
duties,  enables  the  commissioners  to  grant  licenses  to  such 
persons  who  shonid  apply  for  the  same,  "  to  use  and  ezer^ 
cise  the  trade  and  business  of  a  horse-dealer."  The  29 
Geo.  3,  c  49,  s.  6,  recites  that  enactment,  and  restrains  the 
commissioners  firom  granting  such  license  to  any  person, 
unless  he  shall  produce  a  declaration  in  writing,  signed  by 
him,  that  he  seeks  his  living  by  buying  and  selling  horses, 
and  in  such  declaration  shall  set  forth  the  particular  place 
where  such  trade  and  business  is  to  be  carried  on;  thus 
clearly  defining  a  horse-dealer  to  be  a  person  who  "  seeks 
his  living  by  buying  and  selling*  horses.''  The  36  Geo.  3, 
c  17,  ss.  1  and  2,  increased  the  amount  of  duty  payable  by 
horse-dealers,  but  continued,  by  section  8,  all  the  powers 
and  provisions  of  the  29  Gea  3,  c  49,  in  relation  to  licenses 
granted  to  horse-dealers.  Therefore  the  term  '^horse- 
dealer,"  in  that  act,  will  receive  the  same  interpretation 
as  given  by  the  29  Geo.  3,  c  49,  s.  5.  The  43  Grea  3,  c. 
161,  s.  84,  continues  the  29  Geo.  3,  a  49,  except  as  to 
substituted  duties.  The  48  Greo.  3,  c  56,  s.  2,  recites  the 
43  Geo.  3,  c.  161,  and  repeals  the  duties  granted  by  that 
act ;  but  section  5  renders  the  new  duties  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  former  act.  The  52  Greo.  3,  c  93,  only 
imposes  additional  duties.  The  mention  of  ''makers"  of  car- 
riages, and  ''vendors"  of  carriages  by  auction  or  commission, 
in  the  43  Geo.  3,  c  161,  s.  2,  shews  that  the  l^slature 
understood  the  distinction  between  a  vendor  of  a  chattel 
on  his  own  account,  and  a  vendor  for  comnussion.  Sche- 
dule (D),  No.  5,  of  that  act,  preserves  the  same  distinction 
between  coachmakers  and  persons  selling  carriages ;  while 
Schedule  (H),  which  relates  to  duties  payable  by  hone- 
dealers,  uses  the  same  definition  of  "  horse-dealer"  as  that 
contained  in  the  29  Geo.  3^  c  49,  s.  5.  That  distinction 
and  definition  is  kept  up  in  tbe  52  Geo.  3,  c.  93,  s.  5,  Sche- 
dule (D),  Nos.  5,  6.  An  auctioneer,  who  might  have  sold 
a  few  horses  in  a  year,  would  not  thereby  become  a  "  horse- 
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dealer/'  within  the  meaning  of  those  statutes;  neither  would  ^1848. 
a  sheriff  by  selling  horses  under  an  execution.  [Parke,  B. 
— ^Is  not  the  decision  of  the  assessor,  that  the  plaintiff  is  a 
horse-dealer,  final  and  conclusive,  unless  appealed  against  ?] 
The  69th  and  70th  sections  of  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  161,  give 
a  right  of  appeal  to  the  conunissioners  against  any  assess- 
ment or  surcharge ;  and,  by  the  73rd  section,  the  appel- 
lants may  demand  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  a  judge  of  one 
of  the  superior  courts.  Those  provisions,  however,  do  not 
exclude  the  party  grieved  from  his  right  to  muntain  re- 
plevin,  [Parke,  B.— Your  argument  would  go  to  this 
extent — ^that  the  validity  of  every  assessment,  instead  of 
being  supervised  by  commissioners,  might  be  tried  by  judge 
and  jury.]  Perhaps  the  Court  would  interfere  if  the  she- 
riff replevied,  so  as  to  prevent  the  coUector  from  account- 
ing at  the  periods  fixed  by  the  48  Geo.  3,  c  141,  Bule  5. 
The  Highway  Act,  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c  50,  under  which  the 
question  arose  in  George  v.  Chambers  {a),  contained  a  power 
of  appeal,  but  it  was  nevertheless  held  that  replevin  would 
lie.  ^Parhe,  B. — ^In  that  case  there  was  an  entire  want  of 
jurisdiction].  It  would  be  so  here,  if  the  plaintiff  was  not 
in  fact  a  horse-dealer ;  and  Charleton  v.  Ahoay  (ft)  shews 
that,  in  such  case,  he  need  not  appeal  Lord  Denman,  in 
deliyering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  says,  ''  The  only 
question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  appealed  to 
the  commissioners.  We  think  that  be  was  not  bound  to 
do  sa  Being  assessed  in  respect  of  that  which  was  not 
subject  to  the  land-tax,  he  had  as  much  right  to  treat  the 
assessment  as  a  nullity,  as  if  it  had  been  in  respect  of  pro- 
perty not  in  his  occupation.  {See  Gavenwrs  of  Bristol  Poor 
V.  fFmi  (c))."  Until  the  43  Geo.  3,  c  161,  s.  73,  there  was 
no  power  of  appeal  against  the  assessment  itself^  but  only 
against  a  surcharge  or  overcharge.    With  regard  to  the 


(a)  11  M.  &  W.  149.  (h)  11  Ad.  &  £.  993 ;  3  P.  &  D.  618. 

(c)  1  Ad.  &  £.  264. 
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1848.  ^  neceaatj  of  appeal,  a  distinofion  exists  between  the  asBesB* 
ment  of  an  indiyidoal  in  respect  of  a  particular  character 
which  does  not  belong  to  him,  and  his  being  assessed  in 
respect  of  property  which  he  does  not  possess*  ManhaU 
Y.  Pitman  (a)  decided,  that  where  a  party,  haTing  no  stock 
in  trade,  is  rated  as  an  inhabitant  of  a  parish,  his  remedy  is 
by  appeal  to  the  quarter  sessions,  and  replevin  will  not  lie. 
There  the  party,  being  an  inhabitant  and  apparently  in 
possession  of  personal  property,  was  prim&  facie  liable  to 
be  rated.  But  where  a  party  was  rated  as  the  occupier  of 
land  in  a  particular  parish,  wh«i  in  fiu^t  he  had  no  land 
there,  it  was  held  that  trespass  would  lie  against  the 
magistrates  who  granted  a  warrant  of  distress :  Weaver  v. 
Price  (6).  So  here,  if  a  party  be  rated  for  five  horses,  when 
he  keeps  but  one,  his  only  remedy  is  by  appeal ;  but  if  he 
be  assessed  in  respect  of  a  particular  trade,  which  he  does 
not  carry  on,  there  is  a  total  want  of  jurisdiction.  Although 
the  48  Geo.  3,  c.  99,  s.  33,  enacts,  '*  that  if  any  question 
or  difference  shall  arise  upon  taking  any  distress,  the  same 
shall  be  determined  by  the  commissioners  of  taxes,"  an 
action  may  nevertheless  be  maintained  for  a  wrongful  dis- 
tress: The  Earl  of  Shaftsbury  v.  Rui$eU{c).  \Parhei  B. 
— ^Wherever  a  statute  gives  to  certain  persons  the  power 
of  adjudicating  upon  a  particular  matter,  their  decision  ex- 
cludes all  fiurther  inquiry.  Here  it  is  as  if  the  statute  had 
said,  that  the  assessor  shall  decide  whether  or  no  the  party 
is  a  horse-dealer;  and  the  assessor  having  done  so,  his  deci- 
sion is  final  and  condusive,  unless  appealed  against  in  the 
manner  pointed  out  by  the  act:  Brittam  v.  Kinnard{d); 
Regina  v.  BoUon  (e)].  The  assessor  has  only  power  to  assess 
the  party  being  a  horse-dealer,  not  to  doihe  him  T(ith  a 
character  which  he  does  not  possess.  The  43rd  section  of 
the  43  Geo.  3,  c  161,  requires  every  horse-dealer  to  enter 

(a)  9  Bing.  595.  {d)  1  Bro.  &  B.  432. 

\h)  3  B.  &  Aid.  409.  (e)  1  Q.  B.  66. 

(e)  1  B.  &  C.  666. 
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in  a  book  an  aooount  of  the  number  of  hones  kept  by  him^  1848. 
whether  for  sale  or  use,  and  to  what  duty  the  same  are 
liable,  under  a  penalty  of  60L  If,  then,  an  assessor  should 
determine  that  a  penson  is  a  horse-dealer  who  in  fact  is 
not,  such  person  might  be  rendered  liable  to  the  penalty. 
[ArAe,  B. — ^The  assessoi^s  decision  is  only  condunve  quoad 
the  assessment;  and  its  effect  is  to  bind  the  party,  unless 
he  f^ypealfl^  to  pay  the  sum  of  money  set  against  his  name 
in  the  schedule.] 

Piuhky,  oontr&. — First,  replevin  will  not  lie  for  goods 
seized  aa  a  distress  for  a  debt  due  to  the  Crown.  [Parke, 
B. — That  objection  cannot  now  avail.  If  a  sheriff,  propter 
incuriam,  does  replevy,  the  party  grieved  may  maintain 
the  action.]  Secondly,  the  decision  of  the  assessor,  that 
the  pbuntiff  is  a  horse-dealer,  not  having  been  appealed 
against,  is  final  and  conclusive.  The  43  Geo.  3,  c.  99,  s. 
9,  requires  assessors  to  bring  in  their  assessments,  verified 
on  oath.  By  the  12th  section,  the  commissioners  are  re- 
quired to  ogn  and  seal  the  assessments.  The  24th  section 
enables  persons  surcharged  to  appeal  to  the  commissioners ; 
and  the  29th  section  renders  the  determination  of  such  ap- 
peal final,  except  where  cases  are  required  for  the  opinion 
of  the  judges.  Similar  provisions  have  received  a  judicial 
construction  in  the  case  of  The  Earl  of  Radnor  v.  Reeve  (a), 
which  arose  under  the  25  Geo.  3,  c  43,  the  35th  and  38tb 
sections  of  which  statute  are  identical  with  the  24th  and 
29th  sections  of  the  43  Geo.  3,  c  99.  In  that  case  it  was 
expressly  held,  that,  where  a  statute  declares  the  judgment 
of  commissioners  of  appeal  to  be  final,  their  judgment  cannot 
be  questioned  in  an  action  of  trespass.  The  33rd  section 
of  the  43  Geo.  3,  a  99,  enables  coUectors  to  dbtrain  with- 
out warrant,  on  refusal  of  payment  of  the  duties.  The  69th 
and  70th  sections  of  the  43  Geo.  3,  c  161,  extend  to  *^any 
assessmenf^  the  right  of  appeal  ^ven  by  the  43  Geo.  3,  a  99, 
in  respect  of  a  surcharge.     The  words  ''any  assessment,** 

(o)  2  Boe.  &  P.  391. 
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1848*^  taken  in  their  plain  and  ordinary  sense,  would  dearly  com* 
prehend  the  case  of  a  party  altogether  wrongly  rated.  The 
33rd  section  of  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.l61,  renders  every  assess- 
ment made  by  the  assessors,  on  the  neglect  or  refusal  of  any 
person  to  deliver  lists,  final  and  oondusiyey  unless  they  can 
bring  themselves  within  the  exception.  Weaver  v.  /Vice  (a) 
is  distinguishable  irom  the  present  case;  for  there,  the  plain* 
tiff  not  bdng  an  occupier  of  any  land  in  the  pariah,  the 
magistrates  were  wholly  without  jurisdiction.  So  also>  in 
Charleton  v.  Aboay  (i),  the  plaintiff  was  assessed  to  the  land* 
tax  in  respect  of  that  for  which  he  was  not  liable  to  be 
assessed  at  alL  But,  under  the  circumstances  stated  in  tiiis 
case,  the  plaintiff  is  in  fact  a  horse-dealer.  It  has  been 
so  dedded,  on  appeal  to  the  judges  at  Serjeant's  Inn. 

The  Court  then  called  on 

Sir  F.  Thetiger  to  reply. — ^The  24th  section  of  the  43 
Geo.  3,  c  99,  only  gives  the  power  of  appeal  in  cases  of 
''overrating" — ^that  is,  where  a  party  is  liable  to  be  rated, 
but  is  rated  for  too  much.  T%e  Earl  of  Radnor  Y,Seeve{e) 
was  an  action  for  distraining  for  one  year's  duty  and  sur- 
charge on  one  male-servant,  in  which  case  it  is  conceded 
that  the  only  remedy  is  by  appeal.  That  decision  comes 
within  the  same  class  as  Marshall  v.  Pitman  (d).  The  pre- 
sent case  is  not  distinguishable  in  principle  from  fFeaver  v. 
Price  (a),  the  one  being  an  assessment  in  respect  of  land 
which  the  party  did  not  occupy,  the  other  an  assessment  in 
respect  of  a  particular  character  which  he  did  not  possess. 
The  party  grieved  has  a  right  to  seek  redress  in  the  supe- 
rior courts,  unless  the  statutes,  in  express  terms,  predude 
him  from  brining  an  action. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is  en- 

(a)  3  B.  &  Ad.  409.  (c)  2Bofl.  &  P.  409. 

(6)  11  Ad.  &  £.  993.  (d)  9  BiDg.  696. 
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tided  to  judgment.  The  case  may  be  treated  as  if  the 
allegation  that  the  pliuntiff  exercised  the  trade  and  business 
of  a  horse-dealer  were  struck  out  of  the  avowry.  The  re- 
mainder would  then  shew  that  an  assessment  was  duly 
made  by  the  defendant,  being  the  assessor  of  the  parish, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  was  assessed  in  a  certain  sum,  which 
was  not  pud.  We  may  reject  from  our  consideration  the 
question  whether,  under  circumstances  like  the  present,  re- 
plevin will  lie.  That  point  is  settied  by  the  case  of  George 
V.  Chambers.  The  objection  is  not  that  the  action  of  re- 
plevin will  not  Ue,  if  a  replevin  be  granted ;  but  that  the 
process  of  the  Crown  ought  not  to  have  been  delayed 
by  a  return  of  the  goods.  The  real  question  is,  whe- 
ther an  action  of  trespass  would  lie.  I  am  clearly  of 
opinion  that  it  would  not.  On  a  careful  consideration 
of  these  acts  of  Parliament,  they  seem  to  me  to  differ 
from  the  statute  of  Elizabetii,  as  to  poor-rate  (a),  and  that 
the  legiakiture  intended  that  the  assessment  of  the  asses- 
sors appointed  by  the  commissioners  should  be  final  and  con- 
dusive,  unless  appealed  from,  in  the  first  place,  to  the  com- 
missioners, and  further,  if  necessary,  to  the  judges  of  the 
superior  courts.  It  would  be  singular  if  there  were  no  such 
provision ;  for,  what  a  flood  of  litigation  would  follow,  if 
every  subject  of  the  Crown,  who  was  dissatisfied  with  the 
judgment  of  the  assessors,  had  a  right  to  dispute  the  pro* 
priety  of  their  assessment  in  an  action  against  the  collectors. 
Actions  would  be  innumerable,  juries  would  have  to  decide 
on  facts  without  end,  judges  on  law,  and  cases  would  be 
carried  to  the  highest  tribunal,  when  the  exigencies  of  the 
state  required  a  speedy  determination.  Witiiout  referring 
to  the  statutes,  I  should  say,  k  priori,  that  the  object  of  the 
legislature  was  to  make  the  decision  of  the  assessor  final 
and  binding,  unless  disputed  in  the  manner  pointed  out» 
On  reading  the  statutes,  I  come  to  the  same  conclusion. 

(a)  42  £liz.  c.  2. 
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By  the  9th  section  of  the  43  Geo.  3^  c.  99,  the  oommisrioners 
are  to  meet  and  appoint  assesaorSy  who  are  to  bring  in  their 
certificates  of  assessments  verified  on  oath ;  and  the  assessors 
are  thereby  "  required,  with  all  care  and  diligence,  to  charge 
and  assess  themsdves  and  all  other  persons  chargeable  with 
the  said  duties."  If  the  language  had  been,  "  to  charge  and 
assess  all  such  persons  as  they  honestly  and  bon&  fide,  after 
due  care  and  diligence,  belieyed  to  be  chargeable,"  their  as- 
sessment would,  beyond  all  question,  be  final.  But  though 
the  statute  does  not,  in  express  terms,  say  that  the  assess- 
ment shall  be  conclusive,  yet  I  find,  on  referring  to  the  30th 
isection  of  the  43  Gea  3,  c  161,  which  enables  the  assessors 
to  assess  persons  who  neglect  or  refuse  to  deliver  lists,  it  is 
enacted  that  every  such  assessment  ^*  shall  be  final  and  con- 
clusive upon  the  person  thereby  charged,  who  shall  not  be 
at  liberty  to  appeal  therefrom,  unless  such  person  shall  prove 
that  he  or  she  was  not  at  his  or  her  dwelling-house  or 
place  of  abode  at  the  time  of  delivery  of  such  notice,  nor 
between  that  day  and  the  lime  limited  for  delivering  such 
lists  as  aforesaid  to  the  assessor,  nor  unless  such  person  shall 
aUege  and  prove  some  other  excuse  for  not  having  delivered 
his  or  her  list,  as  the  commissioners  shall,  in  their  judgment, 
think  reasonable  and  sufficient"  In  that  special  case,  the 
l^islature  has  expressly  made  the  assessment  final  and  con* 
elusive;  and  unless  the  party  can  bring  himself  within  the 
exception,  he  has  no  opportunity  of  appealing.  That  being 
so,  if  a  party,  who  has  an  opportunity  of  appealing,  does  not 
avail  himself  of  it,  it  would  be  reading  the  acts  very  incon* 
sistently  to  say  that  he  is  not  equally  bound  by  the  assess- 
ment. Let  us  then  look  to  the  power  of  appeal^  which  pos- 
ribly  might  be  framed  in  such  a  way  as  to  shew  that  the 
le^lature  did  not  mean  it  to  be  conclusive.  This  provi- 
sion is  contained  in  the  24A  section  of  the  43  Geo.  3,  c  99, 
which  enacts,  *^  that,  if  any  person  shall  think  himself  over- 
charged or  overrated  by  any  assessment  or  surcharge,"  &c, 
^'  it  shall  be  lawful  for  him  to  appeal  to  the  commissioners," 
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&C.  It  is  argued,  that  the  wording  of  this  danse  shews  that  ^  1848. 
the  legislatiire  meant  it  to  apply  only  to  persons  liable  to 
be  rated^  but  rated  for  too  much*  Admitting  it  to  be  so, 
and  that  the  word  *' overrated"  has  that  meanings  then  this 
plaintiff  is  in  the  predicament  of  a  person  **  overrated/'  since 
he  ie  clearly  liable  to  part  of  the  rate ;  for  it  is  stated  by  the 
avowry,  that  he  was  liable  to  '*  other  daties  amounting  to 
82.  8$.  dd^  in  which  he  was  duly  assessed,**  and  which  he 
paid.  It  is  said  that  there  is  a  difference  between  the 
preeent  case,  and  that  of  a  person  who  keeps  five  horses,  and 
is  rated  for  six;  for  this  plaindff  never  carried  on  the  busi*- 
nesB  of  a  horse-dealer.  But  I  am  at  a  loss  to  see  any  dif* 
ference  in  principle.  It  is  the  same  as  if  a  person  were  rated 
for  six  horses  and  a  nude  servant,  or  for  seven  male  servants, 
when  in  fact  he  kept  no  male  servSnt.  In  either  case,  he 
is  equally  **  overrated."  I  think  the  word  **  overrated  "  in 
this  act  ought  not  to  receive  the  narrow  construction  at* 
tempted  to  be  put  upon  it.  Though,  in  its  strict  sense, 
*' overrating"  means,  rating  for  more  dian  ought  to  be, 
yet  it  may  also  mean  rating  when  the  party  ought  not  to 
have  been  rated  at  all.  If  the  latter  be  not  the  meaning  of 
the  word  in  the  statute,  this  absurdity  would  follow,  that 
provision  is  made  for  the  case  of  an  excess  of  rating,  and 
none  whatever  for  a  rate  altogether  imjust 

The  case  of  Weatyer  v.  iVice(a),  which  arose  under  the 
Poor-rate  Act,  42  Eliz.  a  2,  is  distinguishable;  for  that 
act  only  enables  the  overseers  to  rate  the  inhabitants  of  a 
pariah,  and  consequently  the  justices  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
grant  a  warrant  for  enforcing  a  rate  assessed  on  a  pariy 
who  had  no  land  in  the  parish.  Where,  however,  the  party 
is  an  inhabitant,  and  he  is  rated  for  too  much,  ibe  proper 
course  is  to  appeal,  and  trespass  will  not  lie.  So,  with 
respect  to  the  case  of  Charkton  v.  AbDay{b)i  there,  by 
the  terms  of  the  stat.  20  Gea  3,  c  17,  s.  3,  the  assessors 

(a)  3  B.  &  Ad.  409.  (6)  11  Ad.  &  £.  993. 
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1848.  were  bound  to  distinguish  between  the  di£Perent  descrip- 
tions of  land ;  and  not  having  done  so,  and  the  plaintiff 
having  paid  the  assessment  in  respect  of  a  portion  of  the 
land,  he  was  entitled  to  treat  the  assessment  as  a  nullity. 
But  the  case  of  the  Earl  of  Radnor  v.  Reev€{a)  is  in  point. 
There  the  Court  said,  '*  that  it  had  been  determined  by  all 
the  judges  of  England,  that,  when  a  statute  provides  that 
the  judgment  of  commissioners  appointed  thereby  shall  be 
final,  their  decision  is  conclusive,  and  cannot  be  questioned 
in  any  collateral  way."  In  like  manner,  if  a  statute  gives 
magistrates  jurisdiction  to  decide  on  a  certain  matter,  and 
they,  having  the  &ct8  before  them,  do  decide  it,  the  pro- 
priety  of  their  judgment  cannot  be  inquired  into,  although 
they  may  have  come  to  an  erroneous  conclusion.  An  assess- 
ment not  appealed  irom^stands  predsely  in  the  same  situa- 
tion as  one  confirmed  after  appeal  My  judgment,  there- 
fore, proceeds  as  if  the  allegation,  that  the  plaintiff  was  a 
**  horse-dealer,^'  were  altogether  struck  out  of  the  avowry.  I 
am  by  no  means  prepared  to  say  that  the  decision  of  the 
judges,  as  to  the  construction  of  the  word  '^  horse-dealer^'  in 
these  statutes,  was  wrong.  If  I  were  forced  to  give  an  opi- 
nion, it  might  be  in  accordance  with  theirs;  but  if  our 
decision  on  the  other  point  be  correct,  the  question  does  not 
arise.     The  verdict  will,  therefore,  stand  for  the  defendant 

Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion* 

BoLFE,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Sir  Frederick 
Theeiger  seemed  to  think  it-  somewhat  anomalous,  that  an 
assessment  in  respect  of  a  particular  character,  in  which  a 
party  was  not  liable  to  be  assessed,  could  not  be  questioned 
in  an  action,  inasmuch  as  the  effect  would  be  to  enable  the 
officer  to  give  himself  jurisdiction.  But  our  decision  is  not 
that  an  assessment  made  without  jurisdiction  will  bind. 

(a)  2  Boe.  &  P.  391. 
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For  inBtance,  if  an  assessor  were  to  assess  a  person  living  1848. 
altogether  out  of  his  district,  or  dealing  in  something  in 
respect  of  which  the  act  did  not  give  any  authority  to  assess 
him,  the  assessment  might  be  questioned  in  an  action.  By  the 
9th  section  of  the  43  Geo.  3,  c  99,  the  assessors  are  to  make 
their  assessments  *'  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  laws 
then  in  force."  But  reading  that  and  the  other  statutes  in 
paii  materia  I  cannot  feel  a  doubt  but  that  the  legislature 
meant  to  make  the  decision  of  the  assessor  as  to  matters 
within  his  jurisdiction,  whether  acquiesced  in  or  appealed 
from  and  confirmed,  absolute  and  conclusive. 

PijLTT,  B. — I  am  not  prepared  to  bind  myself  by  the  deci- 
sion which  is  said  to  have  been  come  to  by  the  judges,  that, 
under  circumstances  like  the  present,  a  party  is  a  ''horse- 
dealer^  within  the  meaning  of  the  statutes.  I  state  this,  in 
order  that  I  may  not  be  taken  to  have  pledged  myself  to  that 
opinion,  should  the  case  come  before  me  in  a  proper  shape 
as  one  of  the  judges.  But  my  difficulty  is  this,  that,  striking 
out  of  the  avowry  the  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  was  a 
''horse-dealer,"  enough  remains  to  justify  the  act  of  the 
defendant  I  cannot  doubt  but  that  the  legislature  intended 
the  assessment  to  be  binding,  unless  appealed  against.  In- 
deed, it  is  of  the  first  importance  that  the  revenue  should 
be  quickly  raised.  Then,  for  the  protection  of  the  subject, 
the  legislature  has  given  a  right  of  appeal,  first  to  the  com- 
missioners, and  afterwards,  by  a  special  case  before  the 
judges;  thus  providing  a  cheap  and  expeditious  remedy. 
Without  saying,  therefore,  whether  the  facts  of  the  case  are 
sufficient  to  satisfy  my  mind  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  "  horse- 
dealer"  within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  I  think  the  defend- 
ant is  entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court 

Judgment  for  the  defendant 


VOL.  n.  BE  EXCH. 


EXCHEQUER  BEPOBTB. 


May  13.  .  Doe  v.  Wellsman. 

To  a  dedan-  1 BESFASS  for  mesne  profits.  The  declaration  stated 
for  mesne  pro?  that  the  defendant  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  10th  day  of 
^^•^^^*  December,  a.  d.  1844,  with  force  and  arms  broke  and  en- 
pnlcioD  on  the  tered  the  closes  of  the  plaintiff,  situate  in  the  parish  of 
her,  1844,  and  Kentforu,  m  the  county  of  Sunolk — ^that  is  to  say,  the  ioi- 
and  toLng  of  lowing  allotments  (describing  them),  and  then  ejected  and 
K^TO^ttoSed  ^^*T^^»  P^t  ^^t  *°^  amoved  the  plaintiff  from  the  posses- 
till  the  10th  of  sion  and  occupation  thereof,  and  kept  and  continued  him  so 
the  defendant  expelled  and  amoved  for  a  long  time,  to  wit,  firom  the  day 
theclMMin'  *^^  7®*^  aforesaid  until  and  upon  the  10th  day  of  March, 
which  «tc.  were  a.  d.  1846,  and  during  that  time  took,  had,  and  received, 

not,  nor  were  .  .  j        i? 

any  of  them,      to  the  use  of  him  the  defendant,  all  the  issues  and  profits 

thcreofJtiJe       ^^  the  said  closes,  &c. 

etto^*'"m  ^^®^  ^^^  *'^®  ^^  ^^^^®  ^^  allotments  in  the  said  de- 
plaintiff  renlied  claration  mentioned,  in  wUch  &c.,  were  not,  nor  were  any 

plea,  by  way  of  or  either  of  them  or  any  part  thereof,  the  plaintififs,  modo 
ow^y'the"  ®^  formfi ;  concluding  to  the  country. 
g"»^|J^8«^»<^  Replication. — ^And  the  plaintiff,  as  to  the  plea  of  the 
toronadeda-  defendant  by  him  lastly  above  pleaded,  says  that  the  de- 
ment°  i^ting'  fondant  ought  not  to  be  admitted  to  plead  the  said  last  plea, 
S^e^l^o^  because  the  plaintiff  says,  that  after  the  said  time  when 
the  14M  qf  Oe-  &c.  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  before  the  commence- 
atennoftwenty  mcnt  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  in  Trinity  Term,  A.  d.  1845,  in 
re^cation  <»n-  the  Court  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  before  the  Queen  her- 
dnded  ^th  a     gglf,  at  Westminster,  Richard  Roe  was  attached  to  answer 

prayer  of  jadg. 

ment  if  the  de-  J  ohn  Doe,  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit,  of  a  plea  of  trespass  and 
that  term,'*^^*^  ejectment ;  and  thereupon  the  said  John  Doe,  by  Y.  Z.,  his 
m'^r  ^nst  attorney,  complained  for  that  whereas  J.  F.  and  M.  A.  B., 
the  laid  reco-     on  the  14tft  day  of  October,  1845,  in  the  county  of  Suffolk, 

▼try,  record, 
and  proceed- 
ing, to  plead  that  plea:^£r«/<f ,  on  special  demurrer,  that  the  replication  applied  only  to  part 
of  the  time  of  the  ^ipaas  complained  of  in  the  declaration,  and  was  therefore  bad. 

Qfutre,  whether  judgment  by  default  against  the  casual  ejector  can  be  pleaded  as  an  estoppel, 
and  if  so,  whether  it  can  be  replied  to  a  plea  like  the  present,  which  contains  no  new  matter. 
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demised  to  the  eaid  John  Doe  twenty  acres  of  arable  land,  1848. 
&C.,  with  the  appurtenances,  situate  and  being  in  the  said 
county,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  same  to  the  said  John  Doe 
and  his  assigns,  from  thenceforth  for  and  during  and  unto 
the  full  end  and  term  of  twenty  years  from  thence  next 
^nulling  and  iully  to  be  complete  and  ended;  by  virtue  of 
which  said  demise  the  said  John  Doe  entered  into  the  said 
tenements  last  above  mentioned,  with  the  appurtenances, 
and  was  thereof  possessed  for  the  said  term  so  to  him 
granted ;  and  the  said  John  Doe  being  so  thereof  possessed, 
the  sud  Richard  Boe  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  15th  day 
of  October,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  with  force  and  arms,  &C, 
entered  into  the  said  tenements  above  mentioned,  with  the 
appurtenances,  which  were  demised  to  the  said  John  Doe 
in  manner  and  for  the  term  aforesaid,  which  was  not  then 
ex{nred,  and  ejected  the  said  John  Doe  from  his  said  term, 
and  other  wrongs  to  the  said  John  Doe  then  did,  against 
the  peace  of  our  said  sovereign  Lady  the  now  Queen,  and 
to  the  damage  of  the  said  John  Doe  of  600/. ;  and  there- 
upon he  brought  his  suit,  &c.  And  on  the  5th  day  of 
November,  in  Michaelmas  Term,  in  the  year  aforesaid, 
before  our  said  sover^gn  Lady  the  Queen,  at  Westminster, 
came  as  well  the  said  John  Doe,  by  his  attorney  aforesaid, 
as  the  said  Bichard  Boe  in  his  own  proper  person ;  and  the 
said  Bichard  Boe  thereupon  gave  the  siud  Court  of  oiur 
Lady  the  Queen,  before  the  Queen  herself  at  Westminster, 
to  understand  and  be  informed,  that  after  the  delivery  of 
the  said  declaration  last  aforesaid,  and  before  that  day,  to 
wit,  on  the  16th  day  of  October,  a.  d.  1845,  he  the  said 
Bichard  Boe  being  informed  that  one  John  Wellsman  was 
in  possession  of  or  claimed  title  to  the  tenements  last  afore* 
said  or  some  part  thereof;  and  the  said  Bichard  Boe  being 
sued  in  the  action  as  casual  ejector  only,  and  having  no  clwn 
or  tide  to  the  same,  advised  the  said  John  Wellsman  to 
come  and  defend  the  force  and  injury  when  &c.,  in  the 
declaration  last  aforesaid  mentioned,  in  the  stead  of  him  the 

bb2 
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1848.  said  Bichard  Boe>  otherwise  he  the  said  Bichard  Roe  would 
say  nothing  in  bar  or  preclusion  of  the  ssud  action  of  the 
said  John  Doe.  And  on  the  16th  day  of  February,  as  of 
Hilary  Term  a.  d.  1846,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  before  our 
said  Lady  the  Queen,  at  Westminster,  came  as  well  the 
said  John  Doe,  by  his  attorney  aforesaid,  as  the  said  John 
WeUsman,  by  X.  Y.,  his  attorney;  and  thereupon  the 
said  parties  respectively  aforesaid,  by  their  attomies  afore- 
said, by  leave  of  the  Court  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen, 
before  the  Queen  herself  at  Westminster,  consented  that 
the  said  John  WeUsman  should  be  made  defendant  in  the 
stead  of  the  said  Richard  Roe,  and  should  forthwith  appear 
at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff,  and  receive  a  declaration  in  an 
action  of  trespass  and  ejectment  for  part  of  the  tenements 
and  premises  aforesud,  which  part  the  said  John  WeUsman 
admitted  to  be  or  consist  of  &c.,  situate  and  being  in  the 
parish  of  Kentford,  in  the  county  of  Suffolk,  for  which  he 
intended  as  tenant  to  defend  the  said  force  and  injury 
when  &c.  And  on  the  6th  day  of  March,  as  of  the  same 
HUary  Term  a.  d.  1846,  came  before  our  sidd  Lady  the 
Queen,  at  Westminster,  the  said  Richard  Roe  in  his  own 
proper  person,  and  as  to  &c.  (a  portion  of  the  land)  residue  of 
the  said  tenements  in  the  declaration  last  aforesaid  men- 
tioned, defended  the  force  and  injury  when  &c.,  and  said 
nothing  in  bar  or  preclusion  of  the  said  action  of  the 
said  John  Doe:  whereby  the  said  John  Doe  remained 
therein  undefended  against  the  said  Richard  Roe,  as  to  the 
said  residue  of  the  said  tenements;  therefore  it  was  con- 
sidered by  the  sidd  Court  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen, 
before  the  Queen  herself,  at  Westminster,  that  the  said 
John  Doe  should  recover  against  the  said  Richard  Roe,  his 
term  then  to  come  of  and  in  the  said  &c.,  residue  of  the  tene- 
ments last  aforesaid,  with  the  appurtenances,  and  also  his 
damages  sustained  by  reason  of  the  trespass  and  ejectment 
aforesaid;  and  thereupon  the  said  John  Doe  prayed  the 
writ  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  to  be  directed  to  the  she- 
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riff  of  the  county  aforesaid,  to  cause  him  the  said  John  Doe  1848. 
to  have  possession  of  his  said  term  then  to  come  of  and  in 
the  said  &c.,  residue  as  aforesaid,  with  the  appurtenances ; 
and  it  was  granted  to  him,  returnable  before  our  said  Lady 
the  Queen  on  the  15th  day  of  April,  a.  d.  1846,  wheresoever 
our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  should  then  be  in  England ;  at 
which  day,  before  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  at  Westmin* 
ster,  came  the  said  John  Doe,  by  his  attorney  aforesaid,  and 
the  sheriff,  to  wit.  Sir  A.  B.,  Bart.,  sheriff  of  the  said 
county,  then  returned  to  the  said  Court  of  our  said  Lady 
the  Queen,  before  the  Queen  herself,  at  Westminster,  that, 
by  virtue  of  the  said  writ  to  him  directed,  he  had  given 
fiill  and  peaceable  possession  unto  the  said  John  Doe  of 
the  said  &c.,  residue  as  aforesaid,  with  the  appurtenances 
in  the  said  writ  mentioned  as  therein,  as  he  was  com- 
manded, as  by  the  said  record  and  proceedings  thereof  re- 
inaining  in  the  said  Court  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  before 
tlie  Queen  herself,  at  Westminster,  fully  appears.  And  the 
plaintiff  saith,  that  the  now  plaintiff,  and  the  said  John  Doe 
in  the  said  record  and  proceeding  mentioned,  are  one  and 
the  same  person,  and  not  other  or  different  persons,  and  that 
the  now  defendant  and  the  said  John  Wellsman  in  the  said 
record  and  proceeding  mentioned,  are  one  and  the  same 
person  and  not  other  or  different  persons.  And  the  plaintiff 
further  saith,  that  after  the  said  John  Doe  had  complained, 
as  in  the  said  declaration  in  the  said  record  and  proceedilig 
in  that  behalf  mentioned,  and  before  it  was  considered  by 
the  said  Court  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  that  the  said 
John  Doe  should  recover,  as  in  the  said  record  and  proceed- 
ing mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  16th  day  of  October,  a.  d. 
1845,  the  sidd  John  Wellsman  was  advised  by  the  said 
Bichard  Boe  to  come  and  defend  the  said  force  and  injury 
when  &c.,  in  the  said  record  and  proceeding  mentioned,  in 
the  stead  of  him  the  said  Bichard  Boe,  as  in  the  said  record 
and  proceeding  in  that  behalf  mentioned ;  and  that  the  said 
John  Wellsman,  at  the  time  that  the  said  John  Doe  com- 
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1848.  plained,  as  in  the  declaration  last  aforesaid  mentioiied,  and 
at  the  time  the  said  John  WeUsman  was  so  advised  by  the 
said  Bichard  Boe,  as  in  the  said  record  and  proceeding  men- 
tioned as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  afore- 
said, was  tenant  in  possesion  of  the  tenements  and  premises 
in  the  declaration  last  aforesaid  mentioned ;  and  the  plain- 
tiff further  saith,  that  the  said  closes  and  tenements  in 
which  &a,  in  the  declaration  in  the  cause  mentioned,  were 
and  are  parcel  of  the  said  &c.,  residue  of  the  said  tene- 
ments in  the  declaration  in  the  said  recorery  and  writ,  re- 
cord and  proceeding  respectively  mentioned  as  aforesaid, 
and  not  parcel  of  other  or  different  tenements ;  and  that  the 
said  term  of  years,  in  the  said  record  and  proceeding  men- 
tioned, was  at  the  said  time,  when  &c,  in  the  declaration 
in  this  cause  mentioned,  and  thenceforth  hitiierto  hath  been 
and  now  is  existing,  subsisting,  and  not  expired  or  deter- 
mined ;  wherefore  the  plaintiff  prays  judgment  if  the  de- 
fendant, during  the  said  last*mentioned  term,  ought  to  be 
admitted,  against  the  said  recovery,  record,  and  proceeding, 
to  plead  the  said  plea  by  him  so  lastiy  above  pleaded  as 
aforesaid,  in  manner  and  form,  &c. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes  (inter  alia)— tiiat  it 
appears  from  the  replication,  tiiat  the  term  of  twenty  years 
therein  mentioned  was  wholly  fictitious;  that  the  record 
therein  stated  was  and  is  wholly  void  and  invalid  so  far  as 
th6  same  relates  to  the  now  defendant;  that  the  defendant 
is  not  estopped  by  the  said  record ;  that  it  does  not  appear 
that  he  is  a  party  or  privy  thereto,  or  that  he  was  the 
tenant  in  possesion  of  the  lands  in  this  cause  mentioned,  or 
in  anywise  connected  therewith;  that  the  suggestion  made 
by  Richard  Roe  in  the  replication  is  wholly  insufficient  to 
make  the  now  defendant  a  party  or  privy  to  the  record  or 
proceedings  in  the  prior  action ;  that  it  appears  by  tiie  re- 
plication, that  the  term  of  years  mentioned  in  the  record 
and  in  the  replication  was  not  in  existence  or  subsisting,  and 
had  not  commenced,  at  the  time  when  the  defendant  is  in 
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the  declaration  in  this  cauBe  alleged  to  have  broken  and  1848. 
entered  the  closes  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  and  there- 
out to  have  ejected  and  expelled  the  plaintiff;  that  the  re- 
plication in  this  respect  is  insensible  and  repngnant ;  that 
the  plea  is  a  divisible  plea,  and  that  the  plaintiff  ought  not 
to  have  replied  the  matter  to  the  whole  of  the  plea,  but  only 
to  the  trespasses  conmutted  after  the  commencement  of  the 
terms  of  years  in  the  replication  mentioned ;  and  that  the  de- 
fendant ought  not  to  be  estopped  by  the  judgment  set  forth 
in  the  replication. 
Joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  case  was  argued  in  Hilary  Term  (Jan.  24),  and  in 
Easter  Term  (May  6),  by 

Cramptan  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — This  replication 
is  bad,  both  in  substance  and  in  form.  Before  adverting  to 
the  consideration  of  the  formal  objections,  it  will  be  advan- 
tageous to  consider  what  are  the  grounds  upon  which  it  is 
sougbt  to  plead,  by  way  of  estoppel,  a  judgment  by  default 
against  the  casual  ejector.  Such  a  judgment  cannot  so  be 
pleaded  in  any  form.  It  may  be  admitted  that  this  judg- 
ment is  evidence  against  the  tenant  in  possession,  as  an  ad- 
mission of  title  in  the  plidntiff  in  ejectment.  It  is,  no  doubt, 
very  cogent  evidence,  but  it  is  not  conclusive,  and  may  be 
controverted.  If  it  can  be  rebutted,  it  is  not  conclusive,  and 
cannot  be  pleaded  as  an  estoppel  in  law.  On  the  rules  of 
pleading  and  principle,  and  in  the  balance  of  authority,  this 
cannot  be  pleaded  as  an  estoppel.  It  rins  against  every 
principle  of  estoppels,  as  laid  down  in  Co.  Litt.  352  (a).  It 
is  not  reciprocal.  Even  admitting  that  the  defendant  is 
estopped,  there  is  no  party  estopped  in  return.  Again,  the 
defendant  is  no  party  to  the  record.  In  form,  the  preceding 
action  was  against  a  stranger,  Richard  Boe,  and  he  might 
have  been  a  real  person.  In  substance,  it  was  merely 
process  to  bring  the  tenant  in  possession  before  the  Court. 
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1848.        He  might  have  appeared  to  support  that  position ;  and  it 
must  be  contended  that  a  party  can  be  estopped  by  de- 
fault of  appearance,  for  which  no  authority  will  be  found. 
The  defendant  cannot  bring  error  on  the  judgment :  if  he 
were  a  party  to  the  record,  he  clearly  would  be  entitled  to 
that  privilege.     This  being  a  judgment  by  default  against 
the  casual  ejector,  is  sufficient  to  distinguish  the  case  from 
that  of  Doe  v.  Huddart  (a),  which  was  a  judgment  in  eject- 
ment.   In  the  latter  case,  the  plaintiff  succeeded  on  the 
strength  of  his  own  title;  but  where  there  is  judgment  by 
default,  it  is  only  an  admission  by  the  tenant  in  possession 
that  he  has  no  title  in  himself.     A  third  party  may  have 
the  title.    What  course  is  the  tenant  to  pursue  ?    He  can- 
not, with  prudence,  defend  another  party's  right.     If  he  does 
not,  he  ought  not  to  be  estopped  from  afterwards  contest- 
ing the  right  in  a  suit  in  which  he  himself  may  have  an  inte- 
rest :  Doe  V.  Wright  (J).    AsUn  v.  Parkin  (c)  will  no  doubt 
be  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiff.     In  that  case  the  real  ques- 
tion  at  the  trial  waa,  whether  judgment  by  default  against 
the  casual  ejector  was  evidence  against  the  tenant  in  posses- 
sion.    Upon  that  point  the  decision  was  correct;   for  it 
was,  no  doubt,  evidence ;  but  the  dicta  of  Lord  Man^ld^ 
which  were  purely  extra-judicial,  with  regard  to  estoppels, 
cannot  be  considered  as  law.     [Parhe,  B. — Surely  AsUn 
V.  Parhin  has  been  acted  upon  ever  since.]     So  far  as  it 
decided  that  this  judgment  is  evidence,  it  has  been,  no 
doubt,  but  not  to  the  extent  that  it  is  an  estoppeL    Doe  v. 
Hvddart  is  an  instance  of  the  incorrectness  of  the  rule 
which  had  been  laid  down  by  Lord  Man^eld,    In  the  lat- 
ter case,  Bolland,  B.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
Court,  said:  ^^  Although,  undoubtedly,  there  are  to  be  found 
dicta  of  learned  judges,  and  particularly  of  Lord  Mansfield 
in  Aslin  v.  Parkin,  which  have  been  transferred  to  the  trea- 
tises upon  evidence,  as  establishing  that  a  judgment  in 

(a)  2  C.  M.  &  R.  816.  (b)  10  Ad.  &  E.  763. 

(c)  2  Burr.  666. 
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ejectment  is  conclusiye  as  to  the  right  of  possession  at  the  1848. 
time  laid  in  the  declaration,  and  that  is  laid  down  bj  Mr. 
Phillippsy  in  his  Law  of  Evidence,  and  upon  which  I  acted 
at  the  trial,  yet  the  Court  think  that  these  authorities  are 
not  entitled  to  so  much  weight,  because  they  may  be  ex- 
plained on  the  supposition  that  the  point  was  not  spedfi- 
cally  presented  to  the  Court,  and  the  circumstances  of  those 
cajses  were  such  as  would  make  it  immaterial  for  those 
learned  judges  to  distinguish  between  what  is  very  cogent 
and  what  is  condurioe  evidence  in  the  cause."  [Parhe,  B. 
— If  your  argument  be  correct,  it  would  not  be  advisable 
for  any  one  to  bring  an  action  for  mesne  profits  with- 
out strict  proof  of  title.  The  action  of  ejectment  is  to 
dear  the  matter,  and  say  to  whom  the  title  belongs.]  It 
may  be  admitted  that  the  judgment  by  default  is  very 
cogent  evidence,  but  the  plaintiff  must  now  contend  that  it 
is  not  capable  of  being  rebutted,  and  that  Doe  y.  Huddart 
was  wrongly  decided.  [Parhe^  B. — In  the  case  of  Arm," 
gtrong  v.  Norton  (a),  in  the  Irish  Court  of  Exchequer,  a 
judgment  by  default  against  the  casual  ejector  was  held 
to  be  an  estoppel  in  evidence,  although  not  pleaded. 
Baron  Pennef other  there  says :  ''  In  an  action  of  trespass 
for  mesne  rates  in  the  common  form,  when  the  defend- 
ant pleads  the  general  issue,  the  plaintiff  has  no  opportu- 
nity of  relying  upon  the  judgment  as  an  estoppel  in  plead- 
ing, and  unless  he  were  to  rely  upon  it  in  evidence,  he 
would  have  no  means  of  availing  himself  of  the  estoppel  at 
alL"  He  then  proceeds  to  quote  the  rule  as  laid  down  in 
the  case  of  IVemvan  v.  Lawrence  {b),  'Hhat  where  the 
plaintiff's  title  is  by  estoppel,  and  the  defendant  pleads  the 
general  issue,  the  jury  are  bound  by  the  estoppel;  for  here 
is  a  title  in  the  plaintiff  that  is  a  good  title  in  law,  and  a 
good  titie  if  the  matter  had  been  disclosed  and  relied  on  in 
pleading;  but  if  the  defendant  pleads  the  special  matter, 

(a)  2  Ir.  L.  Rep.  96.         (h)  2  Ld.  Raym.  1048  s  1  Salk.  276. 
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1848.  and  the  plaintiff  will  not  rely  on  the  estoppel  when  he  may^ 
but  takes  issue  on  the  fact>  the  jury  shall  not  be  bonnd 
by  the  estoppel,  for  then  they  are  to  find  the  truth  of  the 
fact  which  is  against  him."  The  New  Bules,  as  is  well 
known,  are  not  in  force  in  the  Irish  courts,  and  it  is  the 
practice  to  plead  the  general  issue  alone.  That  plea  puts 
something  more  in  issue  than  the  mere  tide  of  the  plaintifi^ 
which  might  be,  perhaps,  a  reason  why  the  matter  was  not 
pleadable  as  an  estoppel.]  This  Court,  in  Doe  v.  Huddart, 
did  not  proceed  on  the  above  grounds.  Before  the  case  of 
Aslin  V.  jPorAm,  in  Jefftries  Y.Dy9on{a\  which  was  an  action 
of  trespass  for  mesne  profits,  the  plaintiff,  '^  when  the  defend- 
ant would  have  gone  into  the  title,  insisted  he  was  estopped 
by  the  judgment ;  but  the  Chief  Justice  (Lord  Hanhmeke) 
held,  that  it  would  have  been  an  estoppel  if  the  present 
defendant  had  been  made  defendant  in  the  ejectment,  and 
the  verdict  against  him;  yet  this  judgment,  to  which  he 
was  no  party  or  privy,  could  be  none,  and  therefore  he  ad- 
mitted the  defendant  to  controvert  the  titie."  That  case  is 
precisely  the  same  as  that  of  Doe  v.  Huddart  Smartie  v.  fFU" 
liams{b)  is  an  authorily  to  the  same  esBecL  The  reasons 
why  this  judgment  is  evidence  are  given  in  Doe  v.  jEhr- 
vet/  (c).  It  is  evidence  against  those  parties  who  are  shewn 
to  have  had  notice  to  appear;  for,  by  not  appearing,  the 
party  admits  a  titie  superior  to  his  own;  but  it  is  not  evi- 
dence against  those  who  have  not  had  notice:  DennY. 
White  {d) ;  Hunter  v.  BritU  (e). 

The  replication  is  also  bad,  for  the  reasons  pointed  out 
by  the  special  demurrer.  The  judgment  set  out  is  erro- 
neous on  the  face  of  it,  and  yet  a  writ  of  error  could  not 
be  brought  upon  it.  It  should  be  more  explicitiy  stated 
and  averred,  that  the  tenant  in  possession  had  notice  to 
appear.    In  the  next  place,  it  is  averred  tiiat  the  defend- 

(o)  2  Str.  960.  (d)  7  T.  R.  112. 

(b)  1  Salk.  245.  (e)  3  Camp.  466. 

(c)  8  Bing.  289. 
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ant  was  tenant  in  poeeesfiion  at  the  time  of  Ae  declaration  1848. 
in  ejectment^  but  not  that  the  time  of  the  treBpasees  com- 
plained of  was  the  same  time.  The  defendant  is  entitied  to 
plead  to  such  period  of  time  in  the  declaration  as  to  which 
he  is  not  estopped.  Now  the  replication  applies  only  to 
part  of  the  time  of  the  trespass  complained  of.  The  plain- 
tiff should  have  replied  to  each  portion  of  the  plea,  as  was 
done  in  Vivian  v.  Jenkin(a).  It  may  be  that  the  whcde  of 
the  trespasses  for  which  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  recov^  were 
antecedent  to  the  demise  to  him.  Upon  this  latter  ground 
the  replication  is  clearly  bad. 

BemU,  contrd,  was  requested  to  confine  his  argument  in 
the  first  instance  to  the  latter  point. — The  second  objection 
is  not  good.  The  replication  is  sufficient.  This  identical 
question  was  discussed  and  decided  in  Doe  v.  Wright  (b). 
Lord  Denman  there  says :  **  It  was  urged,  indeed,  that,  view- 
ing the  replication  in  this  way,  it  was  open  to  another  objec- 
tion ;  tiiat  it  did  not  extend  so  widely  as  the  plea,  because, 
although  the  plea  might  refisr  to  the  time  of  the  cause  of 
action  accruing,  it  also  refers  to  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action;  and,  as  to  this  last,  the  replication 
shewing  no  re-entry,  was  no  estoppel  But  we  think  this 
objection  received  a  sufficient  answer  at  the  bar.  The  plea 
is  pleaded  to  the  whole,  and  it  is  enough  for  the  plaintiff  to 
shew  that  it  cannot  be  pleadable  to  that.  The  first  plea, 
therefore,  seems  to  us  to  be  sufficiently  answered."  This  is 
a  direct  authority  in  the  plaintiff's  favour.  The  plea  is 
therefore  answered  if  the  estoppel  answer  any  portion  of  it. 
The  estoppel  is,  that  the  defendant  ought  not  to  be  allowed 
to  plead  the  plea.  The  authorities  upon  the  point  are  col- 
lected in  2  Roll  Abr.  550,  553,  554. 

As  to  the  question  which  was  first  discussed,  the  replication 
is  a  good  estoppel.    In  AsUn  v.  Parkin^  all  the  judges  were 

(a)  3  Ad.  &  £.  741.  (5)  10  Ad.  &  £.  763. 
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1848.  unanimoufllj  of  opinion  **  that  the  nominal  pluntifF  and  the 
casual  ejector  are  jadiciallj  to  be  considered  as  the  fictitioua 
form  of  an  action  really  brought  by  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 
against  the  tenant  in  possession.  •  •  .  That  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff  and  the  tenant  in  possession  are  substantially  and 
in  truth  the  parties  and  the  only  parties  to  the  suit.  •  •  • 
That  there  is  no  distinction  between  a  judgment  in  ejectment 
upon  a  verdict  and  a  judgment  by  default"  The  whole  of 
the  judgment  in  that  case  is  in  the  plaintiff's  favour.  The 
same  doctrine  was  acknowledged  in  Holdfast  v.  Morris  (a). 
In  Goodtitk  v.  Tombs  {b\  Wilmoty  C.  J.,  said :  <'  Before 
the  time  of  Heniy  YII^  plaintiffs  in  ejectment  did  n<M;  re- 
cover the  term ;  but  until  about  that  time  the  mesne  profits 
were  the  measure  of  damages.  I  brush  out  of  my  mind  all 
fiction  in  an  ejectment,  the  nominal  plaintiff  and  the  nominal 
defendant,  the  casual  ejector,  the  dramatis  persons  or  ao- 
tores  fabulas,  and  consider  the  recovery  by  default  or  after 
a  verdict  as  the  same  thing,  viz.,  a  recovery  by  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff  of  his  term  against  the  tenant  in  the  actual 
wrongful  possession  of  the  land."  The  action  for  mesne 
profits,  in  fact,  is  in  the  nature  of  an  assessment  of  damages 
after  judgment  by  default  on  an  action  of  ejectment,  by 
which  the  title  to  the  property  has  been  settied  and  deter- 
mined. The  case  a£Doe  v.  Wright  settles  the  point,  that  aft«r 
verdict  the  judgment  is  conclusive.  And  there  is  no  differ- 
ence between  judgment  aftier  verdict  or  by  default,  with  re- 
ference to  the  finality  of  the  judgment.  It  is  an  estoppel 
by  record  against  a  privy;  and  the  defendant  here  is  a 
party  to  the  record.  In  Goodtitk  v.  Tombsy  GotUd,  J., 
says :  "  This  action  may  be  brought  either  in  the  name  of 
the  nominal  plidntiff  in  the  ejectment  or  by  his  lessor;  it 
follows  the  ejectment  as  a  necessary  consequence.  The 
judgment  by  default  in  ejectment  is  of  the  very  same  effect 
in  this  case  as  if  it  had  been  after  a  verdict ;  and  the  Court 

(a)  2  Wila.  116.  (b)  3  Wila.  120. 
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will  intend  every  thing  possible  agwist  the  defendant,  that  1848. 
there  was  an  actual  ouster,  if  that  were  necessary  in  this 
case ;  but  I  think  proof  of  the  judgment  in  ejectment,  and 
the  writ  of  possession  executed,  was  suffident  in  this  case  to 
warrant  a  verdict  for  the  mesne  profits."  In  Bac.  Abr. 
Eject  (H.),  after  stating  that  the  matter  was  formerly 
doubted,  it  is  said :  *'  But  it  is  now  settled  that,  after  a  re- 
covery in  ejectment,  the  tenant  is  estopped  firom  contro- 
verting the  title  in  a  subsequent  action  for  mesne  profits." 
So,  in  Bac.  Abr.  Eject.  (A.),  the  nature  of  this  action  is 
described,  and  certain  rules  are  given  for  the  prevention  of 
any  injury  accruing  to  the  parties  really  interested.  It  is 
there  said :  **  The  Courts  declared  that  they  would  not  give 
judgment  unless  the  tenant  in  possesion  had  notice  of  it, 
and  an  affidavit  was  made  that  he  was  served  with  a  copy 
of  the  declaration."  The  legislature,  therefore,  has  placed 
guards  against  the  allowance  of  improper  ejectments.  It  is 
said  that  error  would  not  lie  upon  this  judgment ;  but  the 
Courts  have  power  to  mould  the  proceedings  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  allow  it.  It  cannot  be  said  that  the  defend- 
ant is  not  a  party  to  the  proceeding.  It  is  alleged  that  he 
had  notice.  In  Hunter  v.  BritU  (a),  the  defendant  had  no 
notice,  which  distinction  is  observed  by  THndal,  C.  J.,  in 
delivering  judgment  in  Doe  v.  Harvey  (b).  In  Ramsbottam 
V.  Buekhurst{c)y  Lord  EUenborough  said:  '^The  judgment- 
roll  imports  incontrovertible  verity  as  to  all  the  proceedings 
which  it  sets  forth ;  and  so  much  so,  that  a  party  cannot  be 
admitted  to  plead  that  the  things  whieh  it  professes  to  state 
are  not  true."  This  judgment  at  all  events  is  good  as  long 
as  it  continues  to  exist.  There  is,  therefore,  no  good  rea- 
son why  this  judgment  by  default  should  not  be  pleaded  as 
an  estoppel,  as  other  judgments  may  be. 

Crompton  in  reply. — ^In  the  case  oi  Armstrong  v.  Norton^ 
(a)  3  Camp.  456.        (Jb)  8  Bing.  241.        (c)  2  M.  &  S.  667. 
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1848.  the  remarks  of  Pennefatkeri  B.,  were  extra-judicial,  and 
the  question  was  not  necessary  to  the  decision  of  ihe  case. 
The  same  objection  exists  to  replying  an  estoppel  to  the 
plea  of  ^*  not  the  plaintiff's  dose,"  as  existed  to  replying  it  to 
the  old  plea  of  the  general  issue.  Upon  the  old  plea  of  the 
general  issue,  the  plaintiff  had  to  prove  something  in  addi- 
tion to  the  alleged  possessory  title,  and  so  has  he  upon  the 
plea  of  not  the  plaintiff's  dose ;  and  therefore  the  same 
objection  exists  in  both  cases  to  this  matter  being  replied 
by  way  of  estoppel  With  respect  to  Doe  v.  Wright^  there 
the  dedaration  must  have  been  confined  to  the  trespasses 
subsequent  to  the  demise,  or  peihaps  the  Court  thought 
the  plea  not  divisible ;  but  it  has  since  been  settled  to  be 
divimble:  Doe  d.  Bowman  v.  Lewis  {dy  [He  also  dted 
Outram  v.  Morewood{b);  SHrutt  v.  Bomnff€lon{ey] 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Pollock,  C.  B. — This  case  was  argued  before  us  a  few 
days  ago,  on  a  demurrer  to  a  replication.  The  declaration 
was  in  trespass  for  mesne  profits,  stating  the  entry  and  ex- 
pulsion to  have  been  on  the  lOth  of  December,  1844,  and 
the  expulnon  and  taking  of  profits  to  have  been  continued 
until  the  10th  of  March,  1846.  To  this  there  was  a  plea, 
that  the  doses  in  which  &c,  were  not,  nor  was  any  of 
them  or  any  part  thereof,  the  plaintiff's,  modo  et  formft. 
The  plaintiff  replied  to  the  whole  of  this  plea*  by  way  of 
estoppd,  a  recovery  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  casual 
ejector,  on  a  dedaration  in  ejectment,  stating  the  demise  to 
have  been  on  the  14th  of  October,  1845,  for  a  term  of 
twenty  years;  and  the  replication  condudes  with  a  prayer 
of  judgment  if  the  defendant  during  that  term  ought  to  be 

(a)  18  M.  &  W.  241.         (b)  3  Esrty  365.        (c)  6  Esp.  59. 
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admitted  against  the  said  recovery,  record,  and  proceeding,  1848. 
to  plead  that  plea.  To  this  replication  there  was  a  spe- 
cial demurrer,  assigning  many  causes,  and  amongst  the 
rest,  that  the  estoppel  applied  only  to  part  of  the  time 
of  the  trespasses  complained  of,  and  therefore  should  have 
been  replied  to  part  only  of  the  plea. 

On  the  argument,  this  point  was,  amongst  others,  fully 
argued.  We  think  it  unnecessary  to  ^ve  an  opinion  on 
any  other  of  the  objections,  being  satisfied  that  this  ought 
to  prevuL 

Assuming  that  there  was  an  estoppel,  and  that  it  could 
be  replied  to  mch  a  plea  (as  to  which  we  say  nothing),  it 
was  an  estoppel  only  to  the  possessory  title  of  John  Doe, 
on  the  14th  of  October,  1845,  and  during  the  term  of 
twenty  years ;  whereas,  under  this  declaration,  the  plaintiff 
might  recover  the  mesne  profits  from  the  10th  of  Decem- 
ber, 1844.    The  plea  is  not  an  aflirmative  one,  introductory 
of  new  matter,  but  a  negative  one,  denying  the  allegation 
that  the  dose  in  which  &c.  was  the  plaintifi^s  at  the  time 
of  the  trespasses.    It  is  not  an  entire  plea,  which,  if  untrue 
in  part,  is  untrue  altogether,  but  divisible ;  and  if,  when 
part  of  the  trespasses  were  committed,  the  dose  was  the 
plaintiff's,  and  when  the  residue  not,  the  plaintiff  would 
recover  as  to  part,  and  the  defendant  succeed  as  to  the 
residue  of  the  trespasses.    If  then  the   defendant  were 
estopped  as  to  part  from  denying  the  plaintiff's  title,  that 
was  no  reason  why  he  should  be  as  to  the  remainder.     The 
replication  is,  therefore,  though  pleaded  to  the  whole,  an 
answer  (if  it  be  an  answer  at  all)  to  part  of  the  plea  only ; 
and,  on  that  account,  is  dearly  bad.    But  it  was  argued  by 
Mr.  BoinU,  that  this  point  had  been  otherwise  dedded  in 
the  case  of  Doe  v.  Wright  {a).     It  cannot  be  denied  that  it 
is  sud  by  Lord  Denman,  in  the  course  of  the  judgment, 
*'  that  the  plea  of  not  possessed  was  pleaded  to  the  whole, 

(a)  10  Ad.  &  £.  763;  2  P.  &  D.  672. 
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and  that  it  is  enough  for  the  plaintiff  to  shew  that  it  could 
not  be  pleadable  to  that,"  to  make  the  plea  bad.  The  objec- 
tion to  the  replication  did  not  appear  so  prominently  in  that 
case  as  it  does  in  this,  for  there  the  first  daj  in  the  declara- 
tion, and  the  day  of  the  demise  in  the  ejectment,  were  iden- 
tical :  and  the  terms  covered  the  whole  of  the  intermediate 
time  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit.  Here  a  portion 
only  of  that  time  is  covered;  nor  do  the  Court  appear  to 
have  sufficiently  adverted  to  the  consideration  that  a  tra- 
verse does  not  stand  on  the  same  footing  in  this  respect 
as  an  affirmative  plea  containing  new  matter  by  way  of 
confession  and  avoidance.  We  think  our  judgment  must  be 
for  the  defendant. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant 


Mo^f  16. 

An  action  for 
work  and  la- 
bour aa  a  brick- 
layer, ia  not  a 
caae  in  wbich  a 
aide-bar  mle 
for  a  Tiew 
ought  to  be 
granted. 

SembU,  that 
audi  mle, 
omitting  the 
namea  of  the 
ahewera,  and 
the  time  and 
place  of  meet- 
bg,  ia  irregu- 
lar. 


Stones  v.  Menhem. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  work  done  by  tiie 
pluntiff,  as  a  carpenter  and  bricklayer,  to  the  defendant's 
house,  and  for  bell-han^ng,  painting,  and  papering  the 
same.  The  cause  being  at  issue,  the  defendant,  on  the  8th 
of  May,  applied  to  the  plaintiff  to  appoint  a  shewer  on  his 
part,  to  enable  the  jurors  to  have  a  view,  and,  on  the  plain- 
tiff's refusal,  served  him,  on  that  day,  with  the  following 
side-bar  rule : — 


€i 


In  the  Exchequer  of  Pleas. 


"  Easter  Term,  in  the  eleventh  year 
of  the  reign  of  Queen  Victoria. 

"Monday,  the  8th  day  of  May,  1848.— Side-bar.— It  is 
ordered,  that  a  distringas  for  impannelling  a  jury  shall  issue 
in  this  cause,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Mid- 
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dleaez,  commanding  that  the  aforesaid  sheriff  haye  six  or        1848. 

more  of  the  first  twelve  jurors  impannelled  to  try  the  issue 

between  the  said  parties,  according  to  the  form  of  the  star 

tate  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  to  view  the  place  in 

question  between  the  parties  aforesaid,  on  , 

which  said  jurors  shall  meet  at  the  house  of 

,  known  by  the  name  of  ,  at 

of  tiie  dock,  in  the  noon  of  the  same  day,  and 

there  shall  be  refreshed,  at  the  equal  charges  of  the  parties 

aforesaid ;  and  that  ,  on  behalf  of 

the  sud  plaintiff,  and  George  Corderoy,  of  98,  High-street, 

Marylebone,  surveyor,  on  behalf  of  the  said  defendant, 

shall  shew  the  place  in  question  and  dispute  between  the 

said  parties  to  those  jurors ;  but  no  evidence  shall  then  and 

there  be  given  tiiem  thereon  in  any  sort,  and  that  the  same 

jurors  who  shall  view  the  place  aforesaid  and  appear,  shall, 

before  any  drawing,  be  first  sworn  upon  the  jury  for  the 

trial  of  this  cause. 

«  By  the  Coubt.'' 

On  the  9tii  and  10th  of  May  respectively,  the  defendant 
served  tiie  plaintiff  with  two  appointments  to  name  a 
sbewer,  which  the  plaintiff  declined  to  attend. 

Ham,  on  the  lltii  of  May,  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon 
the  defendant  to  shew  cause  why  the  above  side-bar  rule 
should  not  be  set  aside,  on  the  grounds,  first,  that  the  case 
was  not  one  in  which  a  view  ought  to  be  granted ;  secondly, 
that  the  rule  itself  was  defective,  in  not  containing  the 
names  of  both  shewers,  and  the  time  and  place  of  meeting 
of  the  jurors. 

Cause  was  now  shewn  against  tiiis  rule  before  Parke,  B., 
at  Chambers. 


Argument  for  the  defendant.- 

VOL.  IL  c  c 
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1848.  tive  in  many  respects,  and  the  nature  of  it  cannot  be  pro- 
perly appreciated  unless  the  jnry  are  permitted  to  have  a 
yiew  of  the  premises ;  and  there  is  no  reason  why  a  rule  for 
a  view  should  not  be  granted  in  a  case  like  the  present,  or 
even  to  inspect  a  house  or  any  goods  which  haye  been  sold. 
[Parke,  B. — ^I  doubt  whether  this  is  a  proper  case  for  a  yiew. 
The  4  Anne,  c.  16,  s.  8,  enacts,  that  where  it  shall  appear 
to  the  Court  that  it  will  be  proper  and  necessary  that  the 
jurors  "  should  have  the  yiew  of  the  messuages,  landsi,  or 
place  in  question,  in  order  to  the  better  understandmg  of  the 
evidence,"  the  Court  may  order  writs  of  distringas  to  issue. 
It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  a  view  of  work  done  to  a 
house  can  be  considered  a  view  of  the  "  place  in  question.'^ 
The  rule  for  a  view  is  not  confined  to  cases  where  messu- 
ages or  lands  only  are  concerned;  for,  by  the  general  rule 
of  Hilary  Term,  2  Will.  4,  s.  63,  it  is  ordered,  that  *'  the 
rule  for  a  view  may  in  all  cases  be  drawn  up  by  the  officer 
of  the  court,  on  application  of  the  party,  without  affidavit 
or  motion  for  that  purpose."  [Parke,  B. — The  effect  of  that 
rule  is  not  to  extend  the  law,  and  to  allow  a  view  to  be 
granted  in  cases  where  it  would  not  have  been  granted  pre- 
viously to  the  rule.]  Secondly,  the  rule  is  correct  in  point 
of  form.  It  is  necessary  to  obtain  a  side-bar  rule  before 
the  Master  will  make  an  appointment  for  the  purpose  of 
naming  a  shewer. 

Horn,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  question  is,  whether, 
prior  to  the  role  of  Hilary  Term,  2  Will.  4,  s.  63,  the  Courts, 
upon  cause  shewn  against  a  side*bar  rule  like  the  present, 
would  have  made  it  absolute.  It  is  confidently  submitted 
that  they  would  not.  The  Juiy  Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  50,  s.  23, 
uses  the  language  of  the  4  Anne,  c  16,  and  enacts,  that  the 
jurors  are  to  have  *^  a  view  of  the  place  in  question,  in  order 
to  their  better  understanding  the  evidence ;"  which  seems  to 
imply  that  a  view  of  the  jurors  is  confined  to  the  case  where 
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some  messuage  or  land  is  to  be  inspected,  and  the  case  can-        1848. 
not  be  made  intelligible  without  such  inspection.     But  here 
the  view  cannot  be  said  to  relate  to  any  plciee  in  question; 
nor  is  it  necessary  towards  the  understanding  of  the  evl* 
dence,  for  the  state  of  the  work  can'  be  made  clear  to  the 
minds  of  the  jury  by  meams  of  the  evidence  of  surveyors 
and  other  practical  men.     In  Bagle/s  Practice  (a),  it  is 
saidi  ''that  it  sometimes  happens,  most  commonly  in  actions 
of  trespass  quare  clausum  fregit,  waste,  and  nuisance,  that  a 
view  is  denied,  and  in  iMractice  it  is  certainly  unusual  for  the 
Court  to  grant  a  view  VLes  merely  of  work  done  to  pre- 
mises."    It  cannot  be  contended  that  the  Court  would  in 
all  cases  grant  a  view  of  goods,  merely  because  they  might 
be  too  bulky  to  be  brought  into  court, — Secondly,  the  side- 
bar rule  is  itself  irregular;  it  ought  to  have  contained  the 
place  and  hour  of  the  attendance  of  the  jury,  and  especially 
the  names  of  both  shewers.     The  practical  directions  given 
in  Bagley's  Practice  are,  ''  that  if  the  opposite  party  refuses 
to  name  a  shewer,  the  attorney  on  the  other  side  is  to  get 
an  appointment  from  the  Master  to  name  a  shewer;  that  a 
memorandum  of  the  rule,  with  the  name  and  place  of  abode 
of  the  one  shewer,  and  of  the  shewer  nominated  by  the  ad- 
verse party,  or  by  the  Master,  on  his  default,  is  to  be  taken 
to  the  office,  and  the  derk  will  draw  up  the  rule."    This 
shews  that  the  side-bar  rule  ought  to  contain  the  name  and 
abode  of  hoik  shewers.     [Parke^  B. — Thepractice  is  stated 
in   similar  terms,  in   Archbold's  Practice,  p.  407(3): — 
"  Draw  up  a  praecipe  or  memorandum  of  the  rule  you  want 
Get  from  the  opposite  attorney  a  memorandum  of  the  name 
and  place  of  abode  of  his  shewer,  and  take  it,  together  with 
a  similar  memorandum  of  your  oum  shewery  and  also  of  the 
time  and  place  of  meeting,  &c,  to  one  of  the  Masters,  and 
draw  up  the  rule.] 

(a)  Page  328.  (b)  Sixth  edition. 

cc2 
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1848.  Farke,  B. — The  rule  for  setting  aside  the  side-bar  rule 

must  be  absolute.  The  language  of  the  acts  of  Parliament, 
coupled  with  the  practice,  appears  to  me  to  shew  that  this  is 
not  a  case  in  which  a  view  ought  to  be  granted.  The  ne- 
cessity of  a  view  seems  to  me  to  apply  chiefly  to  actions  of 
a  local  nature,  such  as  trespass  quare  dausum  fregit,  nui- 
sance, and  the  like.  Judges  are  often  requested  to  make 
orders  for  one  of  the  parties  to  be  at  liberty  to  inspect 
work  done  and  other  matters,  and  we  generally  refuse 
such  orders  unless  the  opposite  party  wiU  give  his  consent ; 
but,  according  to  the  defendant's  argument,  a  view  by  the 
jurors  might  be  obtuned  in  such  cases  as  a  matter  of  course. 
The  rule  will  be  made  absolute,  the  costs  to  be  costs  in  the 
cause. 

Bule  absolute  accor^ngly  (a), 
(a)  Ex  relatione  Horn, 
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IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER, 

{In  JErrarJram  the  Court  of  Exchequer.) 


Thorpe  v.  Plowden.  May  15. 

X  HIS  was  a  feigned  iasue^  brought  in  the  Court  of  Ex-  Error  does  not 
chequer,  under  the  46th  section  of  the  6  &  7  WiU.  4,  c  71,  meS*ofi'*ro^- 
to  try  the  plaintiff's  right  to  the  tithes  of  Aston-le- Walls,  ^^'"'^"J^Lj^ 
in  the  county  of  Northampton.     The  cause  came  on  for  usae  brought 
trial  at  the  Midsummer  Assizes  for  Northamptonshire  in  section  of  the 
1844,  when  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff  by  consent,  ta^n  A^™'* 
subject  to  a  special  case,  with  liberty  to  turn  it  into  a  special  ^  Y*S'  %^'  ^^* 
verdict,  if  allowed  by  law.     The  special  case  was  argued  of  Ezcheqaer 
before  the  Barons  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  the  sittings  qouhed  a  writ 
after  Trinity  Term,  1845(a),  when  judgment  was  given  for  ^ro^t.** 
the  defendant.    In  Michaelmas  Term,  1845,  the  plaintiff 
obtained  a  rule  absolute  in  the  first  instance,  whereby  '^  it 
was  ordered  that  the  said  special  case  be  turned  into  a 
special  verdict."     Subsequently,  by  a  judge's  order,  the 
Nisi  Prius  record  was  altered,  by  inserting  thereon  the 
special  case  as  a  special  verdict  of  the  jury,  in  pursuance  of 
the  last-mentioned  rule.     A  writ  of  error  having  been 
brought  upon  this  judgment  by  the  plaintiff,  a  rule  was  ob- 
tained on  behalf  of  the  defendant  in  December  last,  calling 
upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  writ  of  error  so 
brought  should  not  be  quashed.     Against  this  rule 

WtOes  shewed  cause  (i)  (February  5). — It  will  be  con- 
tended by  the  other  side,  that  under  the  46th  section  of  the 


(a)  14  M.  &  W.  520.  man,J,,3iaule,J.y  JViffhtman,^ ., 

(b)  Cor.  Pattesofif  J.,   Colt-     CresstoeU,  J.,  and  JSrk,  J. 
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1848.  Tithe  Commutation  Act,  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c  71,  no  writ  of 
Thorpb  error  lies  upon  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below.  Although 
Plowdbn  *^^®  ^®  ^^  point  of  fact  a  proceeding  under  that  act,  it  does 
not  of  necessity  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  record  that  it  is 
not  a  proceeding  in  an  ordinary  action;  upon  which  supposi- 
tion a  writ  of  error  would  lie.  The  present  question,  how- 
ever, mainly  turns  upon  the  section  to  which  reference  has 
already  been  made,  and  which  provides  that  persons  dis- 
satisfied with  the  commissioners'  decision  may  cause  an 
action  to  be  brought  in  any  of  the  superior  courts.  This 
action  is  commenced  by  writ  of  summons,  and  is  prim&  facie 
subject  to  all  the  proceedings  of  an  ordinary  action.  The 
act  does  not  leave  the  parties  to  adopt  an  interpleader 
issue,  which  is  proceeded  with  without  a  writ  of  sum- 
mons. [^Patteson,  J. — In  the  case  of  Felhwes  v.  Clay{a),  my 
Brother  Coleridge  withdrew  his  judgment,  in  order  that  the 
cause  might  go  down  again  for  trial,  and  that  a  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions might  be  tendered.]  That  case,  with  many  others, 
awaits  the  decision  of  Salkeld  v.  Johnioriy  which  is  now 
pending  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  {b).  It  has  never 
found  its  way  into  a  court  of  error.  In  the  case  of  King 
V.  Simmonds{c)y  a  ¥rrit  of  error  was  quashed  by  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  Chamber,  but  that  was  an  interpleader  issue. 
In  the  present  case  the  Court  cannot  be  ousted  of  its  juris- 
diction, unless  its  power  is  expressly  taken  away  by  the  act 
of  Parliament.  In  King  v.  Simmonds^  in  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  great  stress  was  laid 
upon  two  points  which  do  not  apply  to  the  present  case. 
First,  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  in 
requiring  a  judgment  to  be  entered  on  the  feigned  issue,  to 
give  to  the  litigant  parties  the  power  of  bringing  a  writ 
of  error  thereon,  more  especially  as  it  is  not  required 
that  a  writ  of  summons  should  be  sued  out  in  the  feigned 
issue,  to  warrant  that  judgment ;  and  that,  if  it  had  been 

(a)  4  Q.  B.  813.  (b)  Ante,  p.  266.  (c)  7  Q.  B.  289. 
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meant  that  the  judgment  should  be  capable  of  being  re-  1848. 
viewed  by  writ  of  error,  it  would  have  been  provided  that 
it  should  resemble  an  ordinary  judgment  in  an  action,  and 
that  the  judgment  without  a  writ  would  be  an  anomaly : 
and  secondly,  that  the  judgment,  so  called,  in  the  2nd  sec- 
tion of  that  act,  is  not  a  judgment  to  be  entered  in  the  or- 
dinary way,  bat  in  a  special  manner  pointed  out  in  the  7th 
section.  But,  in  the  present  case,  there  is  a  writ  of  sum- 
mons, by  which  tiie  proceedings  are  conmienced,  and  also 
the  judgment  is  in  the  ordinary  form.  The  defendant,  hav- 
ing obtained  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below,  ought  to  be 
estopped  from  sajring  that  a  writ  of  error  wiU  not  lie  upon 
that  judgment;  although  the  language  of  l^e  46th  section 
is,  that  the  verdict  or  judgment  of  the  Court  shall  be  final, 
and  binding  upon  all  parties  thereto;  and  this  has  the 
quality  of  an  ordinary  judgment,  which  is  its  finality  and 
conclusiveness.  It  was,  therefore,  the  intention  of  the  legis- 
lature to  put  this  judgment  upon  the  same  footing,  and  to 
make  it  subject  to  the  same  rules  as  an  ordinary  one.  It  is 
submitted  that  this  is  the  true  construction  of  the  words  in 
the  46th  section.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  superior  courts  is 
not  to  be  taken  away  by  an  act  of  Parliament,  unless  by 
express  language. 

fFitUi&n  and  Piffott,  contriL — A  writ  of  error  does  not  lie 
in  the  present  case.  It  is  admitted  that  this  is  a  proceed- 
ing under  the  Tithe  Commutation  Act.  The  object  of 
that  act  was  to  settle  questions  between  the  land  and  tithe- 
owners.  The  46th  section  speaks  of  these  proceedings  as 
an  action,  but  there  are  many  other  incidents  attached  to 
them  than  are  to  be  found  in  an  ordinary  action.  This 
procee(fing  is  for  the  purpose  of  correcting  the  decision  of 
the  commissioners,  and  it  is  only  intended  to  accomplish 
that  object.  By  the  46th  section,  the  judge  has  the  power 
to  compel  the  parties  to  produce  all  deeds,  &c ;  and  he 
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1848.        may  direct  the  jury  to  find  a  yerdict»  subject  to  the  opinion 
of  the  Court   upon  a  special   case:  '*and  the  yerdict 
which  shall  be  given  in  such  action,  or  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  upon  the  case,  subject  to  which  the  same 
may  be  given,  shall  be  final  and  binding  upon  all  parties 
thereto,  unless  the  Court  shall  set  aside  such  verdict 
and  order  a  new  trial."    It  is  not  competent  for  this 
Court  to  deal  with  the  decision  of  the  Court  below,  as  it 
is  not  intended  that  the  judgment  should  be  entered  of 
record.     The  costs  are  in  the  discretion  of  the  Court    It 
is  laid  down,  in  Bac.  Abr.,  as  taken  from  1  Salk.  263,  that 
**  whenever  a  new  jurisdiction  is  created  bj  act  of  Parlia- 
ment, and  the  Court  or  judge  that  exercises  that  jurisdic- 
tion acts  as  a  court  or  judge  of  record,  according  to  the 
course  of  the  common  law,  a  writ  of  error  lies  on  their 
judgment ;  but  when  they  act  in  a  summary  method,  in  a 
new  course,  different  from  the  common  law,  there  a  writ  of 
error  does  not  lie,  but  a  certiorarL''    Now  the  46th  sec- 
tion says,  ^^  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  judge  by  whom 
any  such  action  shall  be  tried,  if  he  shall  think  fit,  to  direct 
the  juiy  to  find  a  verdict,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  upon  a  special  case ;  and  the  verdict  which  shall  be 
given  in  any  such  action,  or  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
upon  the  case  subject  to  which  the  same  may  be  given, 
shall  be  final  and  binding  upon  all  parties  thereto,  unless 
the  Court  wherein  such  action  should  be  brought  shall  set 
aside  such  verdict,  and  order  a  new  trial  to  be  had  therein, 
which  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  Court  to  do,  if  it 
shall  think  fit."     The  meaning  of  which  is,  that  the  ver^ 
diet,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  upon  a  special 
case,  shall  be  conclusive,  except  where  the  Court  shall 
think  it  proper  to  set  aside  the  verdict  and  grant  a  new 
trial.     The  proceedings,  therefore,  cannot  be  reversed  by 
writ  of  error.     The  commissioners  might  be  compeUed  by 
mandamus  to  act  in  pursuance  of  the  verdict,  even  if  the 
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judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  were  set  aside  bj         1848. 
writ  of  error. 


?^^ZZ»  replied* 

Cur.  adv.  yult 


The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Patteson,  J. — This  was  a  motion  to  quash  a  writ  of 
error  brought  on  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer, 
upon  the  ground  that  under  the  circumstances  a  writ  of 
error  will  not  lie.  It  was  a  feigned  issue,  brought  under 
the  provisions  of  the  stat.  6  &  7  Will  4,  a  71,  s.  46,  in 
which  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  pliuntiff,  subject  to  a 
special  case,  which  was  afterwards  turned  into  a  spedal 
verdict,  and  judgment  given  for  the  defendant. 

The  statute  in  question  provides  that  a  party,  dissa- 
tisfied with  the  decifflon  of  a  tithe  commissioner,  may 
cause  an  action  to  be  brought,  and  deliver  a  feigned  issue ; 
that  the  parties  shall  produce  all  deeds,  &c. ;  that  the  judge 
may  direct  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict,  subject  to  the  opinion 
of  the  Court  on  a  special  case :  *'  and  the  verdict  which 
shall  be  given  in  such  action,  or  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
upon  the  case,  subject  to  which  the  same  may  be  ^ven, 
shall  be  final  and  binding  upon  all  parties  thereto,  unless 
the  Court  shall  set  aside  such  verdict  and  order  a  new 
trial."  It  then  directs,  that  if  the  &cts  be  not  disputed,  a 
case  may  be  stated  at  once  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 
and  the  decision  of  such  Court  shall  be  binding  upon  aD 
parties  concerned  therein.  ''Ptt)vided  always,  that  after 
such  verdict  ^ven,  and  not  set  aside  by  the  Court,  or  after 
such  decision  of  the  Court,  the  said  commisnoners  shall  be 
bound  by  such  verdict  or  decision,  and  the  costs  of  every 
such  action,  or  of  stating  such  case  and  obtaining  a  decidon 
thereon,  shall  be  in  the  discretion  of  the  Court  in  or  by 
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1848.        which  the  same  shall  be  decided,  which  may  order  the  same 
Thoepb       *^  ^®  taxed  by  the  proper  officer  of  the  court,  and  the  like 
^'  execution  maj  be  had  for  the  same  as  if  such  costs  had 

been  recovered  upon  a  judgment  of  record  of  the  same 
Court."  Nothing  is  said  in  express  terms  as  to  a  special 
verdict ;  nor  could  it  be  necessary,  if  the  opinion  of  one 
Court  was  intended  to  be  conclusive,  because  that  opinion 
could  be  obt^ed  as  well  on  a  special  case  as  a  spedal 
verdict. 

If  the  fiusts  be  undisputed,  it  is  plain  that  no  opportunity 
of  reviewing  the  decision  of  the  Court  upon  questions  of 
law  was  meant  to  be  afforded ;  nor  can  any  reason  be  as- 
Kgned  why  any  distinction  should  be  made,  and  that  ded- 
sion  should  be  reviewed  after  the  facts  are  ascertained  by 
a  jury,  since  the  law  only,  and  not  the  facts,  would  be  sub* 
mitted  to  a  court  of  error  upon  a  special  verdict.  Again, 
power  is  given  to  the  judge  at  the  tnal  to  direct  a  special 
case,  which  he  cannot  do  at  common  law;  and  such  power 
would  seem  to  have  no  object  but  that  of  confining  the  de- 
cision on  the  law  to  one  Court,  whose  decision  should  be 
final  and  condusiye,  by  enabling  the  judge,  without  ihe 
consent  of  the  parties,  so  to  shape  it. 

Further,  it  should  seem  that  the  proviso  as  to  costs 
shews  that  no  judgment  of  record  was  intended  to  be  pro- 
nounced, because  it  directs  the  costs  to  be  in  the  discretion 
of  the  Court,  and  that  they  may  be  obtamed  by  execution, 
in  like  manner  as  if  (hey  had  been  recovered  upon  a  judgment 
of  record^  which  excludes  the  supposition  that  a  judgment 
of  record  was  intended  to  be  entered  up. 

But  it  is  argued,  that,  as  an  action  is  to  be  brou^t,  all 
the  incidents  of  an  action  will  attach,  and  amongst  them 
the  finding  of  a  special  verdict  (which  is  not  in  terms  pro- 
hibited), and  a  judgment  thereon ;  and  therefore  that  this 
case  is  distinguishable  from  that  of  a  feigned  issue  under 
the  Interpleader  Act,  in  which  there  is  no  action;  and 
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therefore  the  case  of  King  y.  Simmonds  (a)  is  no  audiority  1848. 
upon  the  present  occasion,  nor  the  case  of  Snook  y.  Mat- 
tock Ql).  Those  casesy  however,  proceeded,  not  so  much  on 
the  ground  that  no  writ  was  to  be  issued,  or  action  brought, 
as  upon  the  plain  intention  of  the  legislature,  that  no  or- 
dinary judgment  of  record  should  be  entered  up.  We  are 
of  opinion,  looking  at  all  the  proyisions  of  the  act  in  ques- 
tion, that  the  same  plain  intention  of  the  legislature  ap- 
pears in  the  46th  section,  on  which  tiiis  question  arises, 
and  tiiat  the  same  consequence  follows — ^namely,  that  the 
legislature,  intending  to  exclude  a  judgment  of  record  in 
feigned  issues  imder  this  act,  has  in  effect  excluded  any 
writ  of  error. 

We  are  of  opinion,  that,  whether  the  facts  be  put  in  the 
shape  of  a  special  case  or  a  special  verdict,  the  Court  has 
power  only  to  direct  how  that  verdict  shall  be  entered, 
which  is  made  binding  on  the  commissioner,  but  that  no 
judgment  of  record  can  be  entered,  on  which  to  ground  a 
writ  of  error.  This  being  so,  the  case  of  King  v.  Simr 
monds  is  a  direct  authority  to  shew  that  the  proper  course 
is  for  this  Court  to  quash  the  writ  of  error;  and  the  present 
rule  must  be  made  absolute. 

Bule  absolute. 

(a)  7  Q.  B.  208.  [h)  6  Ad.  &  E.  289. 
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BEGULA  GENEBALI& 


The  following  rule  was  read  in  Court  in  Easter 
term: — 

<<  It  is  ordered^  that  no  subp<»n&  duces  tecum  be  issued 
for  enforcing  the  production  of  any  record  of  the  acts  of  any 
court,  deposited  in  the  Public  Record  Office  pursuant  to 
the  statute  1  &  2  Vict  c  94,  or  any  other  document  or 
minute  of  proceedings,  officially  filed  of  record  in  any  court, 
and  deposited  in  the  Public  Record  Office,  pursuant  to  the 
said  statute,  without  an  order  of  the  CSourt  out  of  which  the 
said  subp<Bn&  shall  issue,  or  of  some  judge  thereof. 

(Signed  by) 

''Denman.  **T.  Coltman. 

«Tho8.  Wilde.  *'R  M.  Bolfe. 

"Feed.  Pollock.  "Wm.  Wightman. 

«J.  Pabke.  «T.  J.  Platt." 
**J.  Pattesgn. 


^xti^ttintt  Utfott^. 
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Clark  v.  Woods,  Smith,  and  Cooper.  j^^  ^ 

1 BESFASS  for  assault  and  false  imprisonment — Plea,  The  stat.  43 
not  guilty  «  by  statute."  wwrfuV' 

It  appeared  at  the  trial,  before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  at  the  JJ^y  ^'^ 
London  Sittings  after  Michaelmas  Term,  1847,  that,  in  con-  ney  assested 
sequence  of  the  plaintiff,  who  resided  at  South  Bersted,  in  doesnot'exteiid 
the  county  of  Sussex,  refunng  to  pay  his  poor-rates  and  Se*MiG«o?3 
certain  costs  incurred  for  the  same,  the  following  warrant  *,•  ^^' ■•.^t  '™- 

y  dor  which  jui- 

for  his  apprehension  had  been  issued  by  Mr.  Woods  and  tioet  have  power 
Mr.  Smith,  two  of  the  defendants,  who  were  magistrates  for  in  mdk  a  case, 

limtta  the  pe- 
riod for  which 
the  defaulter  can  be  impriaoned  to  the  term  of  one  montli. 

A  warrant  iaaned  hy  two  justices  of  the  ooanty  of  S.,  after  reciting  the  making  of  a  rate,  the 
aneasment  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  snm  of  17/.  thereto,  and  his  refusal  to  pay  the  same,  and  that 
R.  H.  and  L.  W.,  two  justices  &c.,  had  issued  their  warrant  to  levy  the  said  sum  of  17/.  19«.  6</., 
and  the  further  sum  of  6s.  for  costs  incurred  in  the  premises,  making  in  the  whole  the  sum 
of  18/.  5s.  6d,,  by  distress  &c.,  commanded  the  constable  to  apprehend  and  take  the  plaintiff 
to  the  House  of  Correction,  there  to  remain  "  until  payment  of  the  said  sum :" — Held,  that  the 
warrant  was  bad  in  toto;  and  that  an  action  of  trespass  lay  against  the  justices  and  the  con- 
stable for  the  arrest  and  imprisonment  under  it. 

The  backing  of  the  warrant  under  24  Geo.  2,  c.  55,  s.  1,  by  a  justice  is  purely  ministerial, 
and  the  justice  who  issues  the  warrant  is  responsible  for  an  arrest  under  it,  although  it  be  backed 
and  executed  in  a  county  other  than  that  in  which  it  was  issued. 

A  draiand  of  the  copy  and  perusal  of  the  warrant,  signed  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  was  left 
by  his  clerk : — Held,  a  sufficient  demand  under  24  Geo.  2,  c.  44,  s.  6. 

Where  the  plsintiff  had  obtained  a  copy  of  the  warrant  preriously  to  a  demand  thereof— He/il, 
that  the  constable  was  not  thereby  ezcased  firom  oomply&g  with  the  demand. 

The  mere  fact  of  the  justices  being  joined  in  the  action  against  the  constable  does  not  entitle 
the  constable  to  a  Tcrdict  under  the  24  Geo.  2,  c.  44,  s.  6,  which  section  only  protects  him  in 
case  he  has  complied  with  the  demand  of  a  copy  and  perusal  of  the  warrant. 

A  party  having  been  arrested  under  the  foregoing  warrant,  and  haying  paid  under  protest  the 
money  specified  in  it — Held,  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover  back  the  whole  of  the  money  so  paid, 
althougn  the  17/.  19«.  6(/.  was  really  due  from  him  in  respect  of  the  rate. 
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18^2^      that  county^  and  was  delivered  to  Cooper,  the  other  defend- 
ant,  to  be  executed  by  him : — 

^'  Sussex,  to  wit. — To  the  constables  of  the  parish  of  South 
Bersted,  in  the  county  of  Sussex,  and  to  the  keeper  of  the 
House  of  Correction. — Whereas,  in  and  by  a  rate  and  assess- 
ment made,  assessed,  allowed,  and  published  according  to  the 
statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  bearing  date  the  54 
of  July  and  13th  of  December,  1845,  and  the  20th  day  of 
March,  in  the  year  1846,  Bichard  Clark,  an  inhabitant  and 
occupier  of  lands  and  hereditaments  in  the  said  parish  of 
South  Bersted,  was  duly  rated  and  assessed  for  and  towards 
the  necessary  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  sidd  parish,  in  the  sum 
of  17^  I9s,  6d.  in  the  whole;  and  whereas  it  duly  appeared 
unto  Bichard  Hosier  and  William  Leyland  Woods,  Esqrs., 
two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said 
county,  as  well  upon  the  oath  of  Cornelius  Legg  Sparks,  as- 
'  sistant-overseer  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish,  as  otherwise, 
that  the  said  sum  hath  been  lawfully  demanded  by  him,  but 
the  said  Richard  Clark  hath  refused  and  doth  reftise  to  pay 
the  same;  and  whereas  the  said  Bichard  Clark,  having  been 
sunmioned  duly  to  appear  before  two  of  her  Majesty's  jus- 
tices of  the  peace  of  the  said  county,  to  shew  cause  why  the 
same  should  not  be  paid,  did  not  appear  according  to  sudi 
sunmions,  and  hath  not  shewn  any  sufficient  cause  why  the 
same  should  not  be  paid;  and  whereas,  on  the  25th  day  of 
April  last,  Bichard  Hosier  and  William  Leyland  Woods, 
two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the 
said  county,  did  issue  their  warrant  to  the  churchwardens 
and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  South  Ber- 
sted, to  levy  the  said  sum  of  17/.  I9s.  6d.,  and  also  the  fur- 
ther sum  of  6s.  for  costs  incurred  in  the  premises,  making 
in  the  whole  the  sum  of  1 821  5s.  6c?.,  by  distress  and  sale  of 
the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  Bichard  Clark,  and  to 
apply  the  same  according  to  law ;  and  whereas  it  duly  ap- 
pears unto  us,  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for 
the  said  county,  as  well  upon  oath  of  the  said  Cornelius 
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Le^  Sparks  as  otherwise,  that  he  has  used  his  best  endea-  ^1MS» 
yours  to  levy  the  said  sum  on  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the 
said  Richard  Clark  as  aforesud,  but  that  no  sufficient  dis* 
tress  can  be  had  whereon  to  levy  the  same:  these  are  there- 
fore to  command  you,  the  said  constables  of  the  said  parish 
of  South  Bersted  aforesaid,  to  apprehend  the  body  of  the 
said  Bichard  Clark,  and  him  safely  to  convey  to  the  House 
of  Correction  at  Petworth,  in  the  same  county,  and  there 
to  deliver  him  to  the  said  keeper  thereof,  together  with  this 
precept ;  and  we  hereby  command  you,  the  said  keeper  of 
the  said  House  of  Correction,  to  receive  into  your  custody, 
in  the  said  House  of  Correction,  the  sidd  Bichard  Clark, 
there  to  remain,  without  bail  or  mabprise,  until  payment 
of  the  said  sum. — Given  under  our  hands  and  seals,  the  3Ist 
day  of  October,  a.  d.  1846. 

"  W.  Leyland  Woods  (la) 

"  Francis  Smtth  (l.8.)  " 

The  plaintiff  was  followed  by  the  defendant  Cooper  to 
London,  where  he  presented  the  warrant  to  the  Lord 
Mayor  and  got  it  backed;  he  then  arrested  the  plaintiff 
and  took  him  to  a  station-house.  The  plaintiff  paid  the 
sum  of  ISL  5s,  6dl  under  protest.  It  appeared  that  a  de- 
mand of  the  copy  and  perusal  of  the  warrant,  signed  by  the 
plaintiff's  attorney,  had  been  served  by  one  of  his  clerks  at 
Coopei^s  residence.  No  copy  or  perusal  of  the  warrant  had 
ever  been  granted  by  Cooper ;  but  whilst  the  plaintiff  was 
in  custody  at  the  station-house,  a  copy  of  the  original  war- 
rant was  made  by  the  clerk  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  by 
the  pemuasion  of  the  poUoe,  in  whose  handa  the  warrant 
then  happened  to  be. 

It  was  thereupon  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintifl^ 
that,  as  the  statute  43  Eliz.  c  2,  s.  4,  gives  no  power  to 
levy  or  imprison  for  non-payment  of  costs,  the  warrant 
was  bad,  and  offered  no  defence  to  the  action;  and  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  back  the  sum  of  1821  5s.  6d., 

dd2 
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1848.  which  had  been  paid  by  him  under  protest  On  the  part  of 
the  defendants,  the  following  objections  were  raised  to  the 
maintenance  of  the  action: — ^First^  that  the  warrant  was 
good ;  that,  by  the  stat  18  Geo.  3,  c  19,  power  is  given  to 
the  justices  to  award  costs  in  cases  of  non-pajment  of  poor- 
rates  ;  secondly,  that,  if  the  warrant  was  bad  on  the  face  of 
it,  the  justices  were  not  liable  for  the  execution  of  it 
out  of  their  jurisdiction ;  and,  thirdly,  that  the  warrant 
was  only  bad  so  far  as  it  related  to  costs,  and  that  the 
amount  of  damages  ought  to  be  confined  to  that  sum.  On 
the  part  of  the  constable.  Cooper,  the  following  objections 
were  also  made : — First,  that  he  was  justified  under  the 
Stat.  24  Geo.  2,c.  44,  s.  6,  as  the  magistrates  had  been  sued 
jointly  with  him ;  secondly,  that  the  service  of  the  demand 
of  a  copy  of  the  warrant,  by  the  derk  of  the  plaintiff's 
attorney,  by  whom  the  demand  was  signed,  was  insufficient, 
as  it  ought  to  have  been  made  by  the  person  making  the 
demand ;  and,  lastly,  that  the  copy  of  a  warrant  having  been 
furnished  by  the  police,  thb  was  a  sufficient  compliance  with 
the  statute,  and  dispensed  with  the  necessity  of  a  delivery 
of  one  by  the  constable.  The  Lord  Chief  Baron,  however, 
overruled  the  several  objections  which  had  been  relied  upon 
by  the  defendants;  and,  under  his  direction,  a  verdict  was 
entered  for  the  sum  of  18/.  5s.  6dL,  reserving  leave  to  the 
defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict,  or  to  reduce  that  sum 
to  6$. 

Rules  nisi  having  been  accordingly  obtained  on  the  part 
of  the  justices  and  of  the  constable, 

Martifiy  WiUeSy  and  C.  E.  Pollock  shewed  cause. — Theques- 
.  tions  in  the  present  case  depend  mainly  upon  the  following 
statutes,  viz.  43  Eliz.  c  2,  s.  4;  18  Geo.  3,  c  19^  s.  1 ;  24  Geo. 
2,  c  55,  s.  1 ;  24  Geo.  2,  c  44,  s.  6.  The  warrant  under  which 
the  plaintiff  was  arrested  is  clearly  illegal ;  for  the  statute  of 
43  Eliz.  c.  2,  s.  4,  does  not  empower  the  justices  to  avrard 
costs ;  and  the  statute  18  G«o.  3,  c  19,  s.  1,  by  which  costs 
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may  be  awarded,  directs  the  imprisonment  to  be  ''  for  any  1848. 
time  not  exceeding  one  numth,  nor  less  than  ten  days,  or  until 
such  sum,  &c  be  first  paid."  This  section,  as  it  may  be 
seen  by  the  3rd  section  and  the  forms  annexed  to  the  act» 
limits  the  period  of  imprisonment  to  one  month.  In  the 
present  case  the  plaintiff  would  be  liable  to  be  imprisoned 
for  life,  if  one  item  of  the  whole  amount  remained  un- 
paid; for  the  warrant  directs  that  he  is  to  remain  in 
custody,  **  without  bail  or  mainprise,  until  payment  of  the 
said  sum."  The  plaintiff  was  not  to  be  released  until  the 
whole  sum — namely,  for  rates  and  costs — should  be  paid- 
in  Skingleyy.  8urridge{a\  which  may  be  relied  upon  by 
the  defendants^  the  warrant  of  distress  directed  the  officer 
to  levy  the  sum  of  282^  5«.  5^,  (the  amount  of  a  poor-rate), 
and  also  the  further  sum  of  lis.  6d,  for  costs  incurred, 
making  in  the  whole  the  sum  of  282,  I6s.  11^.,  together 
with  the  reasonable  charges  of  taking  and  recovering  the 
said  distress.  The  goods  seized  under  the  warrant  were 
replevied^  and  the  defendants  made  cognizance,  justifying 
the  seizure  of  the  goods  only,  under  the  43  Eliz.  c.  2,  s.19. 
Parhey  B.,  in  deliyering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  says, 
''  On  the  face  of  the  warrant,  the  sum  demanded  for  the  rate 
(which  on  this  branch  of  the  argument  is  assumed  to  be 
legally  demanded)  is  distinguishable  from  the  sum  which 
is  assumed  to  be  illegally  demanded ;  the  rate  legally  due 
was  duly  claimed  and  refused ;  and  the  plaintiff  had  the 
means  of  tendering  the  precise  sum^  to  save  the  necessity 
of  seizing  or  selling ;  and  nothing  was  done  under  that  dis- 
tress which  the  warrant  to  distrain  for  the  poor-rate  did  not 
justify."  Now,  here,  the  words  ''  said  sum"  refer  to  the 
last-mentioned  sum  of  18/.  5««  6dL,  which  includes  costs  and 
rates :  Esdaile  y.  Maclean  (&).  The  warrant  is  not  divi- 
sible. The  warrant  is  therefore  clearly  illegal  and  bad; 
but  it  is  contended,  that,  even  admitting  it  to  be  so,  the 
justices  are  not  liable  for  the  arrest  of  the  plaintifi^  which, 

(a)  11  M.  &  W.  608.  (b)  16  M.  &  W.  277. 
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1848.  although  it  was  effected  under  a  warrant  issued  by  them, 
was  executed  out  of  their  jurisdiction.  By  the  24  Geo.  2, 
c  55,  s.  1,  in  case  any  person,  against  whom  a  warrant 
shall  be  issued  by  any  justice  of  the  peace  of  any  county, 
&c,  shall  escape,  &c,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  justice  of 
the  county,  &c,  to  which  such  person  shall  escape,  &c., 
upon  proof  being  made  on  oath  of  the  handwriting  of  the 
justice  or  justices  granting  such  warrant,  to  indorse  his 
name  on  such  warrant,  which  shall  be  a  suffident  authority 
to  the  person  or  persons  bringing  such  warrant,  &c.,  to 
execute  such  warrant  in  such  other  county.  The  justice, 
therefore,  who  indorses  or  backs  the  warrant,  exercises 
no  discretion  in  the  matter — ^he  performs  a  purely  minis* 
terial  act.  The  words  of  Lord  Kenyan,  in  Bex  y.  £y. 
nastan  (a),  are  very  apposite  to  this  matter.  After  look- 
ing into  the  act  of  the  35  Geo.  3,  c.101,  his  Lordship  said, 
'*  It  is  peremptory  upon  the  magistrate,  under  these  cir- 
oumstances,  to  indorse  the  warrant ;  he  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  propriety  of  making  the  ori^nal  order  or  granting 
ilie  original  warrant.  He  acts  ministerially ;  in  like  man- 
ner as  justices  do  in  allowing  a  poor-rate,  whose  signatures 
are  mere  matter  of  form."  ThejusticeSytherefore,  who  issued 
this  warrant  are  liable  for  the  arrest.  The  warrant  is  void  in 
toto,  and  there  is  no  reason  why  the  verdict  should  be  re- 
duced to  the  sum  of  6«.  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  in  SoweU  y. 
Champion  (b)y  said,  '^  Parties  are  not  to  extort  eyen  what 
is  justly  due,  by  the  improper  execution  of  a  warrant.  It 
might  lead  to  the  most  fatal  consequences  if  we  were  to  hold 
otherwise."  The  plaintiff  has  obtmned  a  yerdict  for  the 
sum  only  which  he  paid  under  protest. 

With  respect  to  the  objections  which  were  raised  on  be- 
half of  the  defendant  Cooper,  the  constable,  as  the  warrant 
is  illegal,  he  is  not  justified  under  it ;  for  the  6th  section 
of  the  24  Geo.  2,  c.  44,  does  not  afford  him  any  protec- 
tion.   A  proper  demand  of  the  copy  and  perusal  of  the  war- 

(a)  1  East,  117.  {h)  6  Ad.  &  £.  411. 
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rant  was  made,  and  wsa  not  complied  'witlL  The  6th  sec-  ^  1848. 
tion  of  the  last-mentioned  act  enacts,  that  no  action  shall 
be  brought  against  any  constable  for  anything  done  in 
obedience  to  any  warrant,  under  the  hand  &c  of  any 
justice  of  the  peace,  until  demand  hath  been  made  or  left 
at  the  usual  place  of  his  abode  by  the  party  intending 
to  bring  such  action,  or  by  his  attorney  or  agent,  in 
writing,  signed  by  the  party  demanding  the  same,  of  the 
copy  and  perusal  of  such  warrant.  This  demand  must 
therefore  be  signed  by  the  party  intending  to  bring  the 
action,  but  it  need  not  be  by  the  person  who  personally 
makes  the  demand.  The  words  "made"  said  *^left^^  are  the 
same  in  this  section.  And  the  demand  was  not  complied  with 
by  the  defendant  Cooper.  Atkins  y.  KUby  (a)  is  distinguidi* 
able.  There,  on  demand  by  the  plaintiff's  agent  of  a  copy 
and  perusal  of  the  warrant,  the  defendants  gave  a  copy, 
and  said  that  the  original  was  in  the  hands  of  the  gaoler. 
The  agent  said  he  knew  that,  and  made  no  objection  to  the 
tender  of  a  copy.  The  gaoler,  in  fact,  always  kept  such 
warrants.  Lord  Denman  there  said,  ''The  demand  of  a  pe- 
rusal of  the  warrant  was  made  by  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff; 
and  his  conduct  was  such  as  to  lead  to  the  belief  that  the  deli- 
very of  a  copy,  under  the  circumstances,  was  all  that  was 
required."  It  will  also  be  contended,  that,  inasmuch  as  the 
justices  are  sued  jointly  with  the  constable,  proof  of  the 
warrant  having  been  given,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  a 
verdict,  under  the  6th  section  of  the  24  Greo.  2,  c.  44,  s.  6, 
the  words  of  that  section  being,  "And  if  such  action  be 
brought  jointly  against  such  justice,  and  also  against  such 
constable,  &c.,  then,  on  proof  of  such  warrant,  the  jury  shall 
find  for  the  constable,  &c.,  notwithstanding  such  defect  of 
jurisdiction."  The  meaning  of  this  section  is,  that  the  con- 
stable shall  be  entitied  to  a  verdict,  after  such  a  demand  and 
compliance  as  is  required  by  the  preceding  part  of  the  clause. 

(a)  11  Ad.  &  E.  777. 
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1848.  ^  Crotoder  and  J.  J,  Johnson,  in  support  of  the  rule,  on 

behalf  of  the  justices. — The  warrant  is  good.  It  has  been 
assumed  that  the  words  '*  the  said  sum"  refer  to  the  last- 
mentioned  sum ;  but  these  words  do  not  necessarily  re- 
quire such  a  construction.  [Pollock,  C.  B.,  referred  to 
Esdaile  v.  Maclean  (a).]  The  justices  would  have  a  di£B- 
culty  to  oyercome  in  framing  such  a  warrant  as  would  meet 
the  case  in  the  manner  which  has  been  insisted  upon  by 
the  plaintiff.  Under  the  statute  of  Elizabeth^  the  party 
may  be  committed  generally  for  non-payment  of  rates,  and 
under  the  statute  which  gives  costs,  for  a  month  only. 
How  could  such  a  warrant  be  framed  ?  [Alderson,  B. — 
There  might  possibly  be  two  warrants — one  to  detain  the 
party  for  a  month,  or  until  he  paid  the  costs,  and  the  other 
to  detain  him  until  he  paid  the  rates;  or  perhaps  one  war- 
rant would  be  sufficient,  provided  it  observed  the  proper 
distinction  with  respect  to  each  sum.]  The  recitals  in  the 
warrant,  which  refer  to  ''the  said  sum,"  mean  the  sum 
due  for  rates :  Tarry  v.  Newman  (b).  In  the  second  place, 
assuming  the  warrant  to  be  void,  the  justices  are  not  liable. 
The  arrest  was  out  of  their  jurisdiction.  The  magistrate 
who  backs  the  warrant  has  a  discretion  in  the  matter,  and 
his  act  is  ministerial  only  in  case  the  warrant  is  good. 
Here  it  has  been  argued  that  the  warrant  is  void  upon  the 
fiu»  of  it ;  and  the  backing  of  such  a  warrant  cannot  make 
the  justice  who  issued  it  responsible  out  of  his  jurisdiction. 
The  statute  which  empowers  the  justice  to  back  the  war- 
rant only  entitles  him  to  back  a  valid  warrant.  If  this 
warrant  is  bad,  it  is  merely  an  illegal  order  to  arrest  the 
plaintiff.  The  Lord  Mayor  could  not  have  been  compelled 
to  back  it  by  mandamus.  [They  cited  Basten  Y.Careto(c\ 
Carratt  v.  Morley  (d),  and  Mould  v.  WHliams  («).]  [Pollock, 

(a)  15  M.  &  W.  277.  {d)  1  Q.  B.  18. 

[h)  Ibid.  645.  (e)  5  Q.  B.  469. 

(c)  3  B.  &  C.  649. 
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C.  B. — The  statute  does  not  make  any  reference  to  the      ^1848. 
validity  or  invalidity  of  the  warrant.     Proof  of  the  hand- 
writing of  the  justice  by  whom  the  warrant  was  issued  is 
all  that  the  statute  requires.] 

In  the  hist  place,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  only  to  the  sum 
of  6s.  by  way  of  damages,  as  the  warrant  is  good  for  the 
other  sum  due  for  rates,  for  which  the  plaintiff  was  liable 
to  be  arrested. 

BramweUf  on  behalf  of  Cooper,  tibie  constable. — The  war- 
rant is  good,  and  the  constable  is  not  liable;  and,  even  ad- 
mitting the  justices  to  be  liable,  the  constable  is  not.  They 
withorised  him  to  act  by  the  execution  of  the  warrant  in 
any  county ;  for  the  warrant,  by  being  backed,  extends  their 
jurisdiction.  First,  there  was  no  proper  demand  made ;  for 
the  6th  section  of  the  24  Geo.  2,  c.  44,  requires  the  party 
who  makes  the  demand  to  sign  it.  In  the  present  case 
that  was  not  so ;  for  the  attorney  signed  the  demand  which 
was  made  by  his  clerk.  There  are  three  parties  who  may 
make  the  demand.  It  has  been  argued  that  the  words 
''fiuufe"  and  '^  left^  mean  the  same  thing,  but  that  is  not  so. 
The  party  here  who  made  the  demand  was  the  attomejr's 
derk,  and  therefore  it  should  have  been  signed  by  him* 
Secondly,  the  demand,  if  sufficient,  was  complied  with. 
Atkins  V.  KiBnf{a)  is  in  the  constable's  favour.  What 
need  had  the  plaintiff  of  a  further  copy  of  the  warrant  than 
the  one  which  the  attorney's  derk  had  obtained  from  the 
police?  Thirdly,  under  the  concluding  clause  of  the  6th 
section  of  the  last^-mentioned  act,  the  constable  is  protected, 
although  he  may  not  have  complied  with  the  demand.  The 
words  of  the  act  are,  '*  And  if  such  action ;"  in  order  to 
support  the  construction  for  which  the  plaintiff  contends, 
the  word  *'and^  ought  to  be  '*bttt^*  In  the  last  place, 
with  respect  to  the  amount  of  damages.      The  original 

(a)  11  Ad.  &  E.  777. 
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1848.  arrest  is  the  act  complained  of,  and  the  plaintiff  was  released, 
Clark  therefore,  before  the  money  was  paid ;  he  can  at  all  events 
Woods.       recover  nominal  damages  onljin  the  present  action. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  these  roles  ought 
to  be  discharged.  At  the  trial  a  verdict  was  taken  by  the 
plaintiff  for  18/.  5s,  6dL,  being  merely  the  snm  which  had 
been  paid  by  him  under  protest.  The  &cts  of  the  case  are 
shortly  as  follows : — The  plaintiff  owed  certain  poor-rates 
in  the  county  of  Sussex.  An  application  was  made  to  two 
magistrates  to  compel  him  to  pay  these  rates ;  they  ihere> 
upon  granted  a  warrant  to  distrain  upon  his  goods  and 
effects  to  the  amount  of  the  rates,  and  the  additional  sum 
of  6s,  for  costs  incurred  in  these  proceedings.  A  warrant 
for  his  arrest,  which  recited  this  amount,  was  subsequently 
signed  by  the  two  defendants,  and  delivered  to  the  defend- 
ant  Cooper.  Armed  with  the  latter  warrant,  the  defendant 
Cooper  pursued  the  plaintiff  into  the  city  of  London,  where 
he  presented  the  warrant  to  the  Lord  Mayor,  who  backed 
it  He  then  arrested  the  plaintiff,  who  thereupon  paid  the 
whole  sum  of  money  specified  in  the  warrant,  and  obtained 
his  liberty.  The  plaintiff  having  brought  the  present  action 
against  the  three  defendants,  the  question  is,  whether  any 
or  all  of  them  are  liable  to  the  consequence  of  that  arrest? 
That  question  depends  chiefly  upon  the  statutes  to  which 
our  attention  has  been  directed.  In  the  first  place,  it  is 
dear  that  the  warrant  was  a  bad  warrant,  and  could  have 
afforded  no  justification  for  the  arrest  of  the  party  in  the 
county  of  Sussex.  The  stat.  43  Eliz.  c.  2,  s.  4,  which  gives 
the  power  to  levy  the  arrears  of  poor-rates  by  distress  and 
sale  of  the  defaulter's  goods,  and,  in  the  event  of  such  dis- 
tress being  insu£Bcient,  to  commit  him  to  the  county  gaol, 
does  not  mention  costs ;  and  the  subsequent  statute,  the  18 
Geo.  3,  c.  19,s.  1,  which  does  give  power  to  award  costs,  does 
not  warrant  the  conmiittal  of  the  offender  until  such  costs 
shall  be  paid,  but  only  for  a  limited  period,  which  is  not  to 


TBINTIT  TEBM9    11  VICT.  405 

exceed  one  month.  The  warrant  was  therefore  illegal  ^848. 
in  the  county  in  which  it  was  issued,  as  there  is  no  power 
given  by  either  of  these  statutes  to  enforce  the  pay- 
ment of  the  costs  in  the  manner  authorised  by  that  docu- 
ment It  was  then  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  ma^s- 
tratesy  that,  admitting  the  warrant  to  be  bad,  they  were 
not  responmble,  the  arrest  having  been  made  out  of  the 
county  of  Sussex.  It  therefore  becomes  necessary  to  con- 
sider the  effect  of  '*  backing"  the  warrant.  The  statute 
which  gives  that  authority  makes  it  purely  a  ministerial 
act  The  warrant,  therefore,  when  "  backed,''  was  the 
warrant  of  the  magistrates,  and  not  of  the  Lord  Mayor. 
The  act  of  '*  backing"  has  no  reference  to  the  legality  or 
illegality  of  the  warrant,  and  the  magistrate  who  backs  it 
is  not  subject  to  any  risk  which  may  arise  from  its  execu- 
tion. I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  defendants  Woods 
and  Smith,  who  issued  this  warrant,  are  responnble  for  the 
arrest  made  under  it 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant  Cooper,  it  was  contended,  in 
the  first  place,  that  the  demand  of  the  copy  and  perusal  of 
the  warrant,  though  signed  by  Steele,  the  plaintiff's  attor-  . 
ney,  was  made  by  his  clerk,  and  was,  therefore,  insufficient ; 
but  I  think  that  the  fallacy  was  well  pointed  out  by  one  of 
the  learned  counsel  in  shewing  cause  against  the  rule — ^that, 
although  the  clerk  lefl  the  paper,  yet  the  demand  was 
in  reality  made  by  Steele,  the  plaintiff^s  attorney.  The  act 
of  Parliament  intends  that  party  whose  name  is  signed  to 
the  document  to  be  the  party  making  the  demand,  although 
it  be  left  by  another  person.  The  demand  and  service, 
therefore,  in  the  present  case,  were  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  the  statute,  and  were  perfectly  regular.  In  the 
second  place,  it  was  contended  that,  inasmuch  as  a  copy  of 
the  warrant  had  been  obtained  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff 
prior  to  the  demand  upon  Cooper,  he  was  excused  from  giv- 
ing a  copy.  But  it  does  not  appear  that  the  permission  to 
give  a  copy  was  an  act  to  which  Cooper  was  in  any  way  a 
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^848.^  feity,  or  such  an  act  as  could  in  any  manner  bind  him. 
It  appears  that,  on  a  subsequent  occasion,  a  notice  was 
served  upon  him,  making  a  demand  with  which  he  did  not 
comply ;  he  was  therefore  not  entitled  to  the  protection  of 
the  statute.  In  the  third  place,  it  was  urged,  that,  where 
the  constable  is  sued  jointly  with  the  justices,  upon  proof  of 
his  having  acted  under  their  warrant,  he  is  entitled  to  a 
verdict ;  and  that  the  word  '*  and  "  in  the  latter  part  of  the 
section  of  the  statute  ought  to  have  been  '^  but,^  if  the  le- 
gislature intended  the  other  construction ;  but  it  appears  to 
me  that  that  branch  of  the  clause  clearly  means  that  such  is 
to  be  the  case  after  a  demand  of  the  copy  and  perusal  of  the 
warrant  has  been  complied  with  by  the  constable — ^the  words 
"  such  action"  referring  to  an  action  brought  after  *'  a  de- 
mand and  compliance  therewith."  I  am  therefore  of  opin- 
ion that  none  of  the  objections  ought  to  prevail  In  the 
last  place,  it  was  uiged  that  the  verdict  ought  to  be  reduced 
to  the  sum  of  6«.  only,  and  that  we  ought  to  give  the  de- 
fendants the  benefit  of  the  amount  which  was  rightly 
due  from  the  plaintiff.  But  I  do  not  see  how  we  can 
escape  from  the  position,  that,  if  a  debtor  is  sued  by  his  cre- 
ditors for  a  debt  justly  due,  and  is  wrongfully  arrested  and 
is  compelled  to  pay  it  by  duress  of  such  imprisonment,  such 
amount  may  be  recovered  back  by  action.  The  warrant,  in 
our  opinion,  is  wholly  bad,  and  the  plaintiff  was  wrongfully 
taken  under  it;  he  is  therefore  entitled  to  recover  the 
whole  sum  which  he  was  compelled  to  pay  by  means  of  the 
arrest  under  the  warrant  I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that 
these  rules  ought  to  be  discharged. 

RoLFE,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  There  were  two 
rules  moved  for  in  the  present  case — one  on  behalf  of 
the  magistrates,  and  the  other  on  behalf  of  the  constable ; 
and  I  think  that  they  ought  both  to  be  discharged.  This 
is  an  action  for  false  imprisonment.  Two  of  the  defend- 
ants are  magistrates  who  signed  and  delivered  a  warrant 
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to  the  other  defendant.  Cooper,  by  whom  it  was  executed.      ^  1848. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  the  plaintiff  was  imprisoned  by 
▼irtue  of  that  warrant  or  document;    and  that,  under 
that  execution,  he  was  detained  until  he  had  paid  the  sum 
alleged  to  be  due  for  poor-rates  and  costs  incurred.    I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  defendants  were  not  justified  under 
that  instrument.     I  think  it  is  dear  that  it  is  bad.     The 
warrant  authorised  the  arrest  and  committal  of  the  de- 
faulter to  the  House  of  Correction  in  the  county  of  Sus- 
sex, until  he  should  haye  paid  the  sum  of  187.  5^.  6d.     If 
this  be  a  larger  sum  than  that  for  which  the  magistrates 
could  compel  payment  in  this  manner,  the  warrant  is  alto- 
gether bad.     Now,  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  in- 
debted in  the  full  amount  stated  in  the  warrant  for  poor- 
rates,  but  that  a  portion  of  the  sum  was  for  costs.     The 
statute  of  Elizabeth  does  not  give  costs.     The  statute  of  18 
Geo.  3,  c  19,  by  which  costs  are  given,  contains  special 
provisions  for  their  enforcement,  but  gives  power  to  commit 
only  for  the  limited  period  of  a  month,  and  not  generally 
until  the  whole  amount  shall  have  been  paid.     The  war- 
rant, therefore,  was  bad  in  toto.     It  was  contended,  in  the 
second  place,  that,  as  it  was  capable  only  of  being  executed 
in  the  county  of  Sussex,  and  as  it  was  executed  out  of 
that  county,  it  was  not  executed  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  magistrates,  and,  consequentiy,  that  they  are  not 
responsible.    But  I  do  not  see  anything  in  the  warrant,  if 
it  be  bad,  which  precludes  it  from  being  executed  in  any 
other  county  than  that  in  which  it  is  originally  issued. 
One  of  the  incidents  attached  to  this  warrant  is,  that,  by 
being  indorsed  in  the  manner  required  by  the  statute,  it  may 
be  made  available  in  any  county  in  England ;  and  when  a 
magistrate  issues  the  warrant,  it  must  be  taken  that  he 
knows  the  law.    The  indorsement  is,  by  the  express  provi- 
sions of  the  statute,  merely  a  ministerial  act,  and  does  not  in 
the  least  degree  lessen  the  responsibility  incurred  by  issuing 
the  warrant  in  the  first  instance.  I  therefore  do  not  think  that 
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1848.  there  is  anything  in  that  objection.  With  respect  to  the 
reduction  of  the  damages,  I  should  feel  glad  if  I  were  able 
to  assist  the  defendants  in  that  part  of  the  case ;  but,  as  Ihe 
warrant  was  altogether  bad,  as  the  magistrates  had  no  power 
to  include  the  costs  in  it,  as  they  have  done,  and  as  the 
plaintiff  was  under  no  obligation  to  pay  the  amount  for 
which  he  was  illegally  arrested,  he  is  entitled  by  law  to 
recoyer  back  the  whole  sum  so  paid.  With  respect  to  the 
objections  which  were  raised  on  behalf  of  the  constable,  I 
perfectly  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court  in  thinking  that 
there  is  nothing  at  all  in  them.  It  appears  that  a  proper 
demand  was  made  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  which  was 
delivered  by  his  clerk.  It  is  clear  that  the  demand  was  a 
proper  and  sufiBident  demand,  as  required  by  the  statute; 
and  it  is  equally  clear  that  the  production  of  the  warrant  on 
^  the  part  of  the  police,  and  not  by  the  constable,  was  not  a 
sufficient  compliance  with  the  statute,  to  bring  him  within 
its  protection.  With  regard  to  the  last  point,  as  to  the 
objection  raised  upon  the  24  Gteo.  2,  c  4,  s.  6,  I  do  not 
think  there  is  anything  in  that.  Under  that  section,  I 
think  it  is  plain  that  no  action  would  lie  against  the  con* 
stable  separately,  or  against  him  jointly  with  the  magis- 
trates, after  a  proper  demand  and  compliance  therewith. 
But,  in  the  present  case,  although  there  was  a  demand,  there 
was  no  proper  compliance  with  it  as  required  by  the  statute. 
I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  for  these  reasons,  that  these 
rules  ought  to  be  discharged. 

Platt,  B. — I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court  in  think- 
ing that  these  rules  ought  to  be  discharged.  The  first 
question  rabed  was,  whether  this  document  was  legal  or 
not ;  and  I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court  in  thinking 
that  it  is  illegal  and  bad.  It  was  contended  that  the  magis- 
trates were  not  liable,  because  the  warrant  was  indorsed 
by  theLordMayor.  But  I  am  of  opinion  that  he  was  bound 
to  do  so  upon  his  being  satisfied  with  the  genuineness  of  the 
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agnatures  attached  to  that  document.  It  became  his  duty  ^1848. 
to  indorse  it»  That  act  was  merely  a  ministerial  act  upon 
his  part;  the  effect  of  which  was  to  make  the  city  of  Lon- 
don part  of  the  county  of  Sussex,  for  the  purposes  of  the 
execution  of  the  warrant ;  but  it  did  not  relieve  the  magis- 
trates  who  issued  it  from  any  responsibility.  As  to  the 
amount  of  the  damages,  I  do  not  see  any  reason  which 
satisfies  me  that  they  ought  to  be  reduced.  What  portion 
of  the  imprisonment  is  to  be  attributed  to  the  payment  of 
the  lai^r  or  smaller  sum  ?  The  law  is  perfectly  dear,  that, 
where  a  person  has  a  sum  of  money  extracted  from  his 
pocket  by  unlawful  means,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  the 
whole  of  such  amount  back  again.  Upon  the  other  points  of 
the  case,  I  entirely  concur  in  what  has  been  said  by  the  rest 
of  the  Court  (a). 

Rules  discharged. 


(a)  Aldencn^  B.,  had  left  the  court  during  the  course  of  the 
aigoment. 


SaYEB  v.   GlOSSOP.  Jtffie6. 

Assumpsit  by  the  plaintiff,  as  indorsee,  against  the  In  rapport  oft  I 

defendant,  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  dated  the  1 1th  ^  Li  ex-   ' 
of  July,  1847,  payable  three  months  after  date.    Plea,  that  ^^'^^^^^  ^' 
at  the  time  of  the  acceptance  the  defendant  was  the  wife  of  marriage  be- 

....  tween  the  de- 

Joseph  Glossop,  who  is  still  living.  Verification. — The  re-  fendantandone 
plication  traversed  the  plea,  and  upon  the  replication  issue  ^^  erideno^^  A 
was  taken.     At  the  trial,  before  Parhcy  B.,  at  the  last  Mid-  "^^^i^  ^ 

poaedi  tbat  oe 

dlesex  Sittings,  in  support  of  the  plea,  an  examined  copy  knew  one  J.  O. 
of  the  renter  of  the  marriage  of  the  defendant  and  one  writing;  and' 

that  the  hand- 
writing of  the 

J.  6.  in  the  register  was  that  of  the  person  whom  he  knew: — Held^  that  the  eridenoe  was  ad- 

BUMible  without  the  production  of  the  original  register. 
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1848.  Joseph  OIossop  was  produced*  A  witness  who  was  called 
deposed  that  he  knew  one  Joseph  Glossop,  and  that  he  had 
seen  him  in  the  year  1838,  when  he  went  abroad,  and 
had  corresponded  with  him  since,  and  knew  his  hand- 
writing, and  that  he  had  received  a  letter  from  him  on  the 
25th  of  April,  1848.  The  witness  then  stated  that  he  had 
seen  the  signatore  of  Joseph  Glossop  in  the  original  mar- 
riage register,  at  Marylebone  Church,  and  that  it  was  the 
handwriting  of  the  Joseph  Glossop  from  whom  he  had  re- 
ceived the  letter,  and  who  was  then  alive*  It  was  then 
contended,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  original  ro- 
aster ought  to  be  produced.  The  learned  judge,  however, 
thought  the  evidence  was  admissible,  and  the  defendant  had 
a  verdict. 

M^Mahon  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that 
the  evidence  was  improperly  admitted.  The  original  re- 
gister ought  to  have  been  produced.  The  jury  should  have 
had  that  document  before  them,  that  they  might  form 
a  judgment  as  to  the  character  of  the  handwriting.  It  was 
upon  the  handwriting  that  the  question  rested,  whether  the 
defendant  was  married  to  the  Joseph  Glossop  who  was 
alive,  as  stated  in  the  plea.  The  original,  being  the  best 
evidence  of  the  fact,  ought,  therefore,  to  have  been  pro- 
duced. [Pollock^  C.  B. — The  party  who  has  the  custody  of 
the  document  could  not  be  compelled  to  produce  it.]  In 
cases  of  bigamy  it  is  usual  to  produce  the  original  regbter. 
[Parhey  B. — That  is  not  the  usual  practice.  In  the  nume- 
rous cases  which  have  come  before  me,  I  do  not  recollect 
a  single  case  in  which  the  origioal  re^ster  was  produced.] 

Pollock,  C.  B. — ^We  are  all  of  opinion  that  this  rule  must 
be  refused,  on  the  ground,  that,  as  the  person  who  has  the 
legal  custody  of  the  register  is  not  by  law  compellable  to 
produce  it,  the  party  who  stands  in  need  of  the  evidence 
which  that  document  affords  is  not  to  suffer  from  its  ab- 
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Benoe  at  the  triaL  The  only  question  is,  how  far  the  jury  ^1848. 
will  rely  on  the  evidence  which  is  offered  in  its  stead.  Sup- 
pose this  case:  the  question  being,  whether  a  particular 
individual  were  at  a  particular  place  on  a  certain  day^  and 
in  order  to  prove  this  a  witness  is  called,  who  says,  ''  I 
know  that  man  very  well ;  he  was  one  of  the  churchwar- 
dens of  our  parish;  and  on  that  particular  day  I  saw 
stuck  up  a  certain  notice^  in  his  handwriting."  It  is  then 
s^d^  **  Why  do  you  not  produce  it  ?"  The  answer  would 
be,  that  it  is  pasted  against  the  wall,  and  therefore  cannot 
be  produced.  You  must  therefore  take  the  witness's  ao- 
count  of  it,  as  it  is  the  best  that  can  be  obtained.  Now  if 
in  point  of  law  you  cannot  compel  a  party  who  has  the  cus- 
tody of  a  document  to  produce  it,  there  is  the  same  reason 
for  admitting  other  evidence  of  its  contents  as  if  its  pro- 
duction were  physically  impossible. 

RoLFE,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  will  carry  my 
Lord's  iUustration  a  tittle  further.  Suppose  we  heard  that 
placards  containing  treasonable  words  were  posted  up^ 
and  that  a  witness  were  to  say  that  he  saw  a  man  chalk 
certain  words  up,  and  that  these  were  in  the  handwriting  of 
A.  B.^  surely  that  would  be  good  evidence  against  A.  B., 
as  the  production  of  the  writing  itself  would  be  impos- 
mble. 

Platt,  B. — I  think  the  evidence  was  properly  admitted, 
as  the  defendant  was  not  legally  empowered  to  enforce  the 
production  of  the  original  document. 

Pakke,  B. — I  still  entertain  the  same  opinion  I  did  at 
the  triaL  In  consequence  of  the  great  importance  of  pre- 
serving parochial  registers  in  a  state  of  security,  the  law 
allows  their  contents  to  be  shewn  by  proper  copies.  That 
being  so,  you  may  prove  the  marriage  between  the  parties 
by  an  examined  copy  of  the  register.     Now,  to  prove  the 

VOL.  IL  E  E  EXCH. 
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1848.  identity  of  a  person,  you  may  shew  that,  in  consequence  of 
a  particular  mark,  «  B, "  appearing  upon  the  register,  such 
person  was  present  at  the  time  the  entry  was  made  upon  it 
In  the  present  case,  a  witness  swore  that  he  had  seen  the 
original  register,  and  that  one  of  the  signatures  to  it  was 
that  of  a  James  Glossop,  whom  he  knew:  ihat  was- evidence 
that  Ajb  James  Glossop  was  the  person  wiio  then  married 
the  defendant.  I  agree,  that  if  the  defendant  oould  have 
got  the  register,  but  had  not  done  so,  it  would  go  to  the 
admissibility  of  the  evidence. produced;  for  the  opposite 
party  is  at  a  disadvantage  with  respect  to  his  cross-exam- 
ination on  that  part  of  the  case.  But  it  is  doubtful  whe- 
ther this  document  could  have  been  obtained,  as  in  many 
cases  the  parties  who  have  the  custody  of  these  instru- 
ments are  unwilling  to  allow  them  to  be  removed,  and  their 
production  cannot  be  enforced ;  and  their  non-production 
is  really  for  the  public  benefit  As,  therefore,  the  law  re- 
quires the  register-book  to  be  kept  in  a  certain  place, 
and  permits  you  to  give  evidence  of  its  contents  by  an  ex- 
amined copy,  I  think  you  may  prove  the  identity  of  the 
party  by  shewing  that  this  nmrk  was  made  in  the  book,  and 
that  this  mark  is  in  his  handwriting. 

Rule  refused. 
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Pratt  v.  Pbatt  and  Others.  2^    gi 

JL  BESPASS. — The  declaration  stated,  that  the  defend-  in  tntptoM  for 
ants,  on  &c,  with  force  and  arms,  &c,  broke  and  entered  a  entering  £ 
certain  dwelling-house  of  the  plaintiff,  and  then  in  the  plain-  5'*^?^\ 
tiff's  occupation,  situate  &a,  and  then  made  a  great  noise  and  leizing, 
and  disturbance  therein,  and  stayed  and  continued  therein  converting  hU 
making  such  noise  and  disturbance  for  a  long  space  of  time,  f^^Jn^*,^' 
to  wit,  &c,  and  then  forced  and  broke  open,  broke  to  pieces,  matter  of  ag- 

•  ,,  gTaration;  and 

and  damaged  divers,  to  wit,  two  ¥nndows  of  the  plaintiff,  a  plea  which 
of  great  value,  &c. ;  and  also,  during  the  time  aforesaid,  Uie^sj^ing^d 
with  force  and  arms,  seized  and  took  divers  goods  and  chat-  J^i^l^*?*? 
tels  of  the  pluntiff,  to  wit,  &c.,  then  found  and  bemg  in  the  muner,  though 
8iud  dwelling-house,  and  carried  away  the  same,  and  con-  iti  commence- 
verted  and  disposed  thereof  to  their  own  use;  by  means  of  SrSdon, 
which  said  several  premises  the  plaintiff  and  his  family 
were  disturbed  in  the  peaceable  possession  of  the  said  dwell- 
ing-house, &C. 

Third  plea: — And  for  a  further  plea  in  this  behalf^  the 
defendants  say  that  the  said  dwelling-house,  in  which  &c., 
at  the  said  time  when  &c.,  was  the  dwelling-house,  soil,  and 
freehold  of  one  T.  P. ;  whereupon  the  defendants,  as  the 
servants  of  the  said  T.  P.,  and  by  his  command,  broke  and 
entered  the  said  dwelling-house,  in  which  &c,  at  the  said 
time  when  &c. ;  and  because  the  goods  and  chattels  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  and  every  part  thereof,  at  the  said 
time  when  &c.,  were  and  was  in  and  upon  the  said  dwell- 
ing-house, in  which  &c.,  incumbering  the  same,  they,  the 
defendants,  as  the  servants  of  the  said  T.  P.,  and  by  his 
command,  in  order  to  remove  the  said  incumbrances,  seized 
and  took  the  goods  and  chattels  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, and  then  carried  the  same  away  from  and  off  the 
said  dwelling-house,  in  which  &c.,  to  a  small  and  convenient 
distance  in  that  behalf,  and  there  left  the  same  for  the 
plaintiff,  as  tliey  lawfully  might  for  the  cause  aforesaid ; 
qu»  sunt  eadem.    Verification. 

bb2 
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1848.  Special  demarrer,  asmgning  for  cana^  that  the  plea  pro- 

fesses in  the  commencement  thereof  to  be  an  answer  to 
the  whole  decUration ;  vet  that,  although  the  declaration 
alleges  that  the  defendants  converted  and  disposed  of  the 
said  goods  and  chattels  to  their  own  use^  the  plea  does  not 
state  or  shew  any  answer  to  that  part  of  the  declaration. 
Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Pigottf  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — Since  the  case  of 
Harvey  v.  Brydges  (a),  it  cannot  be  disputed  that  liberum 
tenementum  may  be  pleaded  to  trespass  for  breaking  a 
dwelling-house  and  carrying  away  goods.  But  this  decla- 
ration charges  three  distinct  acts  of  trespass  in  respect  of 
the  goods,  viz.  their  seizure,  their  asportation^  and  the  con- 
yersion  of  them  to  the  defendants'  own  use.  The  ple%  not 
being  limited  in  its  commencement  to  any  particular  part 
of  the  declaration,  must  be  taken  to  be  pleaded  in  bar  of 
the  whole ;  Reg.  Gen.,  H.  T.,  4  Will.  4,  r.  9 ;  but  it  affords 
no  answer  to  the  conversion.  It  is  true  that  a  wrongful 
asportation  of  goods  does  not  necessarily  amount  to  a  con- 
version: Fatddes  v.  Wtlloughbtfib):  but  here  the  plea  pro- 
fesses to  justify  the  whole  declaration,  and  so  admits  the 
con  version,  in  fact.  If  the  defendant  meant  to  treat  the 
conversion  as  mere  matter  of  aggravation,  the  plea  should 
have  been  confined  to  the  other  trespasses :  Earl  of  Man- 
chester V.  Vale{c)\  and  then  the  pliuntiff  would  have  re- 
plied the  conversion:  The  Six  Carpenters''  case(d);  Oxley 
V.  Watts  {e).  [Bolfe,  B. — The  conversion  is  not  of  itself  a 
trespass,  but  mere  aggravation.]  In  cases  of  personal  tres- 
pass, matter  of  aggravation  must  be  justified :  SmUh  v. 
Edffe  (/) ;  Gregory  v.  HSl  (y).  [He  also  dited  Woods  v. 
Dvrra3d(Ji).'\ 

(a)  1  Exch.  261.  («)  1  T.  R.  12. 

{h)  8  M.  &  W.  640.  (/)  6  T.  R.  662. 

(c)  1  Saund.  23  b.  \g)  8  T.  R.  289. 

(d)  8  Rep.  146  a.  (A)  16  M.  &  W.  149. 
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Fh*p9ony  contriL — The  plea  only  professes  to  answer  so  18^- 
much  as  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  justify  as  the  gist  of  the 
action.  Although,  then,  in  terms  it  does  not  exclude  the 
conversion,  it  is  not  in  fact  pleaded  to  it,  the  conversion 
being  mere  matter  of  aggravation.  [He  was  then  stopped 
by  the  Court.] 

Pollock,  C.  B. — ^We  are  all  agreed  that  the  plea  is  con- 
fined to  the  allegations  of  trespass,  and  that  the  conversion 
is  mere  aggravation. 

Aldebson,  B. — The  acts  of  trespass  are  the  breaking 
into  the  dwelling-house  and  seizing  and  carrying  away  the 
goods.  It  does  not  follow,  from  the  rule  of  H.  T.,  4  Will. 
4,  r.  9,  that  this  plea  is  pleaded  to  those  acts  which  are  not 
trespasses. 

BoLFS,  B.,  and  Platt,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 


Machu  r.  The  London  and  South-Western  Bail-       June  648. 

WAY  Company. 

U  ASE. — ^The  declaration  stated,  that  the  defendants  were  Where  a  com- 
common  carriers  of  goods  and  (battels  for  hire,  and  that  enterTinto  a 

Bub-oontract 
with  other  par- 
tial with  respect  to  gooda  which  he  has  undertaken  to  carry,  the  senrants  employed  by  the  latter 
are  '*  senrants  in  the  employ  "  of  the  carrier,  within  the  true  meaning  of  the  Sth  section  of  the 
Carriers  Act,  11  Geo.  4  &  1  WilL  4,  c.  6S. 

A  delirery-ticket  issned  by  the  defendants,  a  Railway  Company,  in  respect  of  goods  they  had 
vndertaken  to  carry,  contained  the  name  of  T.  J.,  described  therein  as  a  porter.  The  ticket 
was  signed  by  "  C.  &  H.,  agents."  The  goods  were  stolen  by  T.  J.  whilst  under  the  care  of 
C.  &  H.,  widk  whom  the  d^endants  had  entered  into  a  sub-contract  for  the  carriage  of  the 
goods.  In  an  action  against  the  defendants  for  the  loss  of  the  goods,  quetre^  whether  the 
ticket  estopped  the  defendants  from  denying  that  T.  J.  was  their  senrant:— S'«m&/0,  that  it 
would  not. 
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-i^'  -     ^^  plaintiff,  on  Ac.,  at  the  Andover-road  station  of  the 
Maohv      London  and  Soath-westeni  Biulway,  caosed  to  be  delivered 
Tas  LoMPOK  ^  ^^  defendants,  and  that  the  defendants  then  accepted 
AND  South-   ^^  received,  a  certain  bale  of  silk,  of  the  value  of  IdOL,  to 
Railway  Co.  be  safely  and  securely  carzied  and  conveyed  by  the  defend- 
ants to  London,  and  there  safely  and  securely  to  be  delivered 
to  the  plaintiff,  for  certain  reasonable  reward,  &c.     It  then 
chaiged  as  a  breach,  that  the  defendants,  not  regarding  their 
duty  in  that  behalf,  did  not  nor  would  safely  or  securely 
carry  or  convey  the  said  bale  of  rilk  to  London  jdoDessid, 
nor  there  safely  or  securely  deliver  the  same  to  the  plaintiff; 
but,  on  the  contrary,  that  the  defendants  so  carelessly  and 
negligently  b€|haved  and  conducted  themselves  in  the  pre* 
mises,  that,  by  4uid  through  the  carelessness,  negligenoQ, 
and  default  of  the  defendants,  •Ac.,  the  said  bale  of  silk,  &a 
was  wholly  lost  to  the  plaintiff.     The  defendants  pleaded 
the  general  issue,  and  a  traverse  of  the  delivery  of  the  goods, 
modo  et  form&;  and,  thirdly, ''  that  the  said  bale  of  silk  in 
the  declaration  mentioned,  and  therein  alleged  to  have  been 
received  by  the  defendants  as  such  common  carriers  as 
aforesaid,  contained  only  goods,  and  chattek,  and  property 
of  a  certain  description,  to  wit,  the  silk  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  and  exceeded  in  value  the  sum  of  1021 ;  and  that 
the  sidd  bale  of  silk  was  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  delivered 
by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants,  as  common  carriers  by 
land  of  goods  for  hire,  to  be  carried  from  and  to  the  places 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  at  a  certain  office  or  receiving- 
house  of  the  defendants  for*  the  reoeipt  of  goods  to  be  car- 
ried by  them  as  such  common  carriers  as  aforesaid,  to  wit, 
the  said  Andover-road  station  of  the  defendants ;  and  that, 
before  and  at  the  lime  when  the  said  bale  of  silk  was  so  de- 
livered at  the  said  office  of  the  defendants  as  aforesaid,  the 
defendants  had  caused  to  be  affixed,  and  there  was  affixed, 
according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and 
provided,  in  legible  characters,  in  a  public  and  coniq>icttous 
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part  of  the  said  office,  a  nbtice,  wltereby  the  defendants 
notified  that  a  certun  iocxeaaed  rate  of  charge  therein  men- 
tioned was  required  to  be  paid  over  and  above  the  ordinary   ^^^  ^ 
rate  of  carriage,  as  a  compensation  for  the  greater  risk    and  Sodth- 
and  care  to  be  taken  for  the  safe  conyeyance  of^  amongst  Railway  Co. 
other  diingSy  silk  exceedmgitbe  value  of  lOL ;  and  that,  at 
the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  said  bale  of  silk  at  the  said 
office  of  the  defendants  as  aforesaid,  the  value  and  nature 
thereof  were  not  dedared  by  the  person  sending  or  deliver- 
ing the  same,  and  that  neither  the  increased  charge  nor  any 
engagement  to  pay  the  same  was  accepted  by  the  person 
receiving  the  said  bale  of  mlk  at  the  office.*'    YerijB^tion. 

The  plaintiff  took  issue  upon  the  first  and  second  pleas; 
and  to  the  third  he  replied,  **  that,  whilst  the  said  bale  of 
silk  was  in  the  charge  and  possession  of  the  defendants 
as  such  common  carriers  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  &c.,  tiie  same 
was  unlawfully  and  feloniously  stolen,  taken,  and  carried 
away  by  a  certidn  then  servant  of  the  defendants,  to  wit, 
one  Thomas  Johnson,  whereby  the  same  was  not  safely  and 
securely  carried  or  conveyed,  or  delivered  as  aforesaid,  but 
then  was  and  now  is  wholly  lost  to  the  plaintiff  by  reason 
of  the  said  felonious  act  of  the  said  Thomas  Johnson,"  &c. 
Verification.  The  defendants  rejoined  by  way  of  traverse, 
'^that,  whilst  the  said  bale  of  silk  was  in  the  charge  and 
possession  of  the  defendants  as  such  common  carriers  &c., 
the  same  was  unlawfully  and  feloniously  stolen,  &c.  by  a 
then  servant  of  the  defendants  then  in  the  employ  of  the 
defendants,  modo  et  formfi:"  upon  which  rcgoinder  the 
plaintiff  joined  issue. 

At  the  trial  of  the  cause,  before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  at  the 
London  Sittings  after  Michadmas  Term,  1847,  the  follow- 
ing facts  appeared : — The  action  was  brought  by  the  plain- 
tiff against  the  defendants  to  recover  of  them  the  value  of 
a  bale  of  silk.  The  plaintiff  was  a  silk-trimming  manufiu^ 
turer,  and  carried  on  his  business  at  Bunhill-row,  London ; 
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1848.        And  &e  bale  in  qnestion  had  been  delivered  to  the  defead- 

Machu       BQtA  Kt  their  ofSoe  at  the  Andover^road  Btation,  to  be  ca^- 

Th  bnifDON  "^^  ^'^  ^y  them  delivered  to  the  pliuntiff  at  his  above 

AHB  SoDTB-    address.     The  value  of  the  bale  was  not  declared  when  it 

Kail  WAT  Co.  Was  delivered  to  the  defendants,  and  the  ordinary  charge 

only  for  the  carrii^;e  of  a  parcel  of  that  bulk  was  pud. 

The  bale  was  placed  in  a  van  under  the  care  of  a  person 

named  Thomas  Johnson,  on  the  arrival  of  the  tnun  at  the 

Yauxhall  station  of  the  Company.    The  following  delivery- 

tioket  was  sent  with  the  bale  in  qoestioa : — ■ 

"  (114).     London  and  Sontfa-weatem  Bwlway  Company. 
"  Southampton,  Gosport,  Andover,  &c.,  every  morning 
before  eight,  and  aflernoon  before  ax  o'clock. 

*'  From  Hambro'  Wharf,  Lower  Thames-street,  &c." 

[Here  follows  a  notice  from  the  Company  that  they 
would  not  be  tiable  for  certain  descriptions  of  articles,  in- 
cluding silk,  above  the  value  of  10/.,  unless  the  value  thereof 
should  be  declared,  and  the  increased  charge  paid,  &c] 

"  The  delivery  of  goods  will  be  considered  complete 
when  the  same  are  unloaded  out  of  the  waggon,  diay,  or 
cart,  and  placed  at  the  door  of  the  conugnee :  the  cellar- 
ing or  warehousing  them  ailerwards  will  be  at  the  owner's 
nek. 

"Any  servant  of  the  Company  taking  more  than  is 
stated  in  this  ticket  will  be  dismissed. 

"  Notux. — The  Company  are  not  responsible  for  any 
parcel  above  the  value  of  lOt,  unless  declared  as  such  at 
the  time  of  booking,  and  entered  and  paid  for  accordingly. 
It  is  requested  that  any  irr^ularity  may  be  notified  im- 
mediately to 

"  CoBM£UDS  StOVIN, 

"  General  Manager  of  Traffic. 
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paid  on 


2s. 


Mr.  Maohn,  BunUll-row^  to  South-westem  Bailway 
Company. 

''1846.    June  16.     One  truss, 

''  James  Beedy, 
''  Charles  Goodwin, 
"  William  Lee, 
"  Greorge  Clay, 
''  Thomas  Johnson, 
"  George  Fry, 

''  (joods  conveyed  to  or  from  any  part  of  London,  by 

addressing  a  line  to  Mr.  Bitches,  at  the  Delivery-office,  as 

above. 

''  Chaplin  &  Horne,  Agents." 


Porters. 


1848. 

Macbu 

9. 

Thb  Londoh 
and  south- 

WBBTBmN 

Railway  Co. 


The  bale  was  stolen  by  Johnson  on  the  road  between  the 
station  and  its  destination.  Johnson  was  in  the  employ  of 
Chaplin  &  Home,  who  were  employed  by  the  defendants  to 
carry  goods  for  them ;  but  it  did  not  appear  under  what 
precise  contract  they  did  so.  It  was  thereupon  contended 
by  the  defendants'  counsel,  that  Johnson  was  not  a  servant 
of  the  defendants,  and  in  their  employ,  within  the  true 
meaning  of  the  8th  section  of  the  Carriers  Act,  11  Geo.  4 
&  1  Will.  4,  c.  68.  The  Lord  Chief  Baron,  however,  en- 
tertained a  different  opinion;  and  under  his  Lordship's 
direction,  a  verdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  with  leave 
reserved  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for 
them  on  the  third  issue. 

Martin  having  subsequently,  in  Hilary  Term,  obtained  a 
rule  nisi. 


Sir  F.  Thesiger  and  E.  H.  Woolrych  now  shewed  cause* 
— There  are  two  questions  in  the  present  case.  The  first  is, 
whether  the  defendants  are  not  estopped  by  the  deliveiy- 
ticket.    If  that  should  be  answered  in  the  affirmative,  the 
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1848.        plaintiff  is  entitled  to  suoceed*    J£  not,  then  comes  the 

Machu       question,  whether  Johnson,  who  stole  the  silk  which  was 

T  B  LoM         intrusted  to  the  defendants  to  be  delivered  in  Bunhill-row, 

AMD  SouTB-    London,  is  a  servant  within  the  true  meaning  of  the  8th 

BailwatCo.  section  of  the  Carriers  Act,  11  Gea  4  &  1  WilL  4,  c.  68. 

It  is  submitted  that,  at  all  events,  he  was  a  servant  of  the 
defendants  within  the  meaning  of  the  8th  section.  The 
Bailway  Company  may  select  whom  they  please  to  deliver 
the  goods  committed  to  them ;  and  the  mere  fact  that  such 
person  is  also  employed  by  others  does  not  make  him  less 
the  servant  of  the  Company.  He  may  be  servant  to  both ; 
but  fcT  the  delivery  of  this  silk  upon  this  occaalon  Johnson 
was  the  Company's  servant. — They  were  then  stopped  by 
tiie  Court,  who  called  upon 

Martin  and  Montague  Smith  to  support  the  rule. — ^With 
respect  to  the  first  question,  it  is  dear  that  the  deliveiy- 
ticket  does  not  estop  the  Company.  It  is  not  signed  by 
the  Company,  but  by  Chaplin  &  Home,  and  does  not  form 
any  part  of  the  contract.  The  defendants  are,  therefore, 
not  estopped  from  shewing  that  the  party  who  had  to  de- 
liver the  goods,  but  who  stole  them,  was  not  their  servant 
[PoUock^  C.  B. — In  Pichard  v.  Sears  (a),  Lord  Denman 
fSBLjs  that  the  rule  of  law  is  clear,  '^  that  where  one  by  his 
words  or  conduct  wilfully  causes  another  to  believe  the  ex- 
istence of  a  certain  state  of  things,  and  induces  him  to  act 
on  that  belief,  so  as  to  alter  his  own  previous  position,  the 
former  is  concluded  from  averring  against  the  latter  a  dif- 
ferent state  of  things  as  existing  at  the  same  time."  The 
principle  was  the  same  in  Gregg  v.  WeUs(b\  and  CoUm  v. 
The  Bank  of  England  {cy\  The  defendants  are  not  estop- 
ped, for  the  reasons  before  given.  It  is  contended  also  that 
Johnson  was  not  a  servant  witiiin  the  meaning  of  the  8th 
section,  which  provides  ^*  that  nothing  in  this  act  duJl  be 

(a)  6  Ad.  &  E.  469.  {h)  10  Ad.  &  E.  90.  (e)  Id.  437. 
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deemed  to  protect  any  mail  contractor,  stage-coach  pro-        1M8. 
prietor,  or  other  common  carrier  for  hire,  from  liabiUty      '^^[^ 
to  answer  for  loss  or  injury  to  any  goods  or  articles  what-  ^^^  lomson 
soever  aridng  from  the  ielonions  acts  of  any  coachman,    ^^o  South- 
guard,  bookkeeper,  porter,  or  other  servant  in  his  or  their   iuI^a^Co. 
employ,  nor  to  protect  any  such  coachman,  guard,  book- 
keeper^  or  other  servant,  from  liability  for  any  loss  or 
injury  occarioned  by  his  or  their  own  personal  neglect  or 
misconduct."    This  act  was  passed  for  the  protection  of 
carriers;  and  the  1st  section  enacts,  that  no  mail  con- 
tractor, stage-coach  proprietor,  or  other  common  carrier  by 
land  for  hir^  shall  be  liable  for  the  loss  of  or  injury  to  any 
articles  or  property,  of  certain  descriptions  specified  in  that 
section,  contained  in  any  jaaroel  or  package  which  shall 
have  been  deliveied  either  to  be  carried  for  hire,  or  to  ac^ 
company  the  person  of  any  passenger  in  any  maU  or  stage- 
ooadi,  or  other  public  conveyance,  when  the  value  of  such 
articles  or  piop^ly  aforesaid,  &c.  shaU  exceed  the  sum, of 
102.,  unless,  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  thereof  at  the  offlc^ 
warehouse  or  receiving-house  of  such  mail  contractor,  &c., 
or  to  his  bookkeeper,  coachman,  or  other  servant,  ,fi)r  the 
purpose  of  being  carried  &c.,  the  value  and  nature  of  such 
articles  or  property  shaU  have  been  declared  by  the  person 
sending  or  deUvering  the  same,  and  such  increased  charge 
as  hereinafter  mentioned,  or  an  engagement  to  pay  the 
same,  be  accepted  by  the  person  receiving  snoh  parcel  or 
package.    By  the  2nd  section,  an  increased  rate  of  charge 
may  be  demanded  upon  any  pared  so  delivered,  and  a 
notice  of  such  increased  rates  is  required  to  be  affijted  in 
the  carrier^s  offices  or  warehouses.     If  it  were  to  be  held 
that  the  CSompany  are  liable  for  this  felonious  act  of  a  per- 
son as  tiieir  servant,  that  person  bdng  the  servant  of  third 
parties,  the  consequence  would  be,  that  one  railway  com- 
pany would  be  liable  for  the  acts  of  the  servants  of  any  other 
railway  company  along  whose  line  the  goods  are  carried. 
Thus,  if  certun  goods  are  delivered  to  railway  company  A., 
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1848.        to  be  delivered  in  some  distant  part  of  the  country,  and  A* 
Machu       deliver  them  to  railway  company  B.y  and  B.  to  C,  and 
Tbb  Lo  ^  ^°'  ^^^  ^^  goods  are  stolen  by  Z.'s  servants,  A.  would 

AKD  South-  be  liable  for  the  loss  of  the  property.  As  this  act  was 
Railway  Co.  passed  for  the  protection  of  carriers,  the  8  th  section  ought 
to  have  a  strict  construction  put  upon  it;  and  a  carrier 
ought  not  to  be  held  responsible,  unless  the  perscm  who 
steals  the  article  be  his  awn  servant — ^L  e.  a  person  hired 
and  paid  by  him,  and  under  his  control  The  relationship 
of  master  and  servant  ought  strictly  to  exist  between  the 
carrier  and  this  party.  The  words  of  the  8th  section  sup- 
port this  construction,  for  there  the  parties  named  are  all 
such  servants  as  would  be  in  the  employ  of  the  carrier;  as, 
for  instance,  **  coaehman,  guards  boMeeper,  porter/*  Now 
it  is  clear  that  Chaplin  &  Home  are  not  the  servasUt  of  the 
Company ;  they  had  merely  to  deliver  the  goods  under  a 
sub-contract.  If  Chaplin  &  Home  are  not  the  Company's 
servants,  how  can  their  servant  be  the  Company's  servant? 
[Flatt,  B. — The  replication  alleges  that  the  goods  were 
stolen  '^  by  a  certain  then  servant  of  the  defendants  then  in 
the  employ  of  the  defendants."]  Such  an  allegation  can  only 
be  supported  by  such  a  relationship  as  that  for  which  the 
defendants  contend.  In  the  well-known  case  of  Laugher 
y.  Pointer  {0)9  the  owner  of  a  carriage  hired  of  a  stable- 
keeper  a  pair  of  horses  to  draw  it  for  a  day,  and  the  owner 
of  tiie  horses  provided  a  driver,  through  whose  negligent 
driving  an  injury  was  done  to  a  horse  belonging  to  a  third 
person.  The  Court  of  Swing's  Bench,  in  that  case,  were 
equally  divided  upon  the  question  as  to  the  liability  of 
the  owner  of  the  carriage ;  but  this  Court,  in  Q^arman  v. 
Burnett  (b\  settled  that  the  owner  of  the  carriage  was  not 
liable,  on  the  ground  that  the  coachman  was  not  his  servant. 
Abbott,  C.  J*,  and  lAtdedale,  J.,  in  Laugher  y.  Pointer,  were 
of  opinion  that  the  action  would  not  lie.     LitOedale,  J.,  in 

(a)  6  B.  &  C.  647.  (&)  6  M.  &  W.  409. 
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his  judgment,  says,  **  In  the  present  case,  the  question  is,      .  ^^'  . 
whether  the  coachman,  by  whose  negligence  the  injury       Machu 
was  occasioned,  is  to  be  considered  a  servant  of  the  defend-    thb  Londoit 
ant*     For  the  acts  of  a  man's  own  domestic  servants  there    ^^^^^^l^'  ,t 
is  no  doubt  but  the  law  makes  him  responsible;  and  if  this   Railway  Co. 
accident  had  been  occanoned  by  a  coachman  who  consti- 
tuted a  part  of  the  defendant's  own  fiunily,  there  would 
be  no  doubt  of  the  defendant's  liability;  and  the  reason  is, 
that  he  is  hired  by  the  master,  either  personally  or  by  those 
who  are  intrusted  by  the  master  with  the  hiring  of  servants, 
and  he  is  therefore  selected  by  the  master  to  do  the  business 
required  of  him."    He  then  proceeds  to  say,  with  respect  to 
under-workmen,  ^'  These  under-workmen  then  become  the 
immediate  servants  of  the  owner,  and  the  owner  is  answer* 
able  for  their  default  in  doing  any  acts  on  account  of  their 
employer.     This  is,  however,  not  the  case  of  a  man  employ- 
ing his  own  immediate  servants,  either  domestic  servants  or 
others,  engaged  by  him  to  conduct  any  business,  or  employ- 
ment, or  occupation  carried  on  by  him :    for  the  jobman 
was  a  person  carrying  on  a  distinct  employment  of  his  own, 
in  which  he  furnished  men  and  let  out  horses  to  hire  to  all 
such  persons  as  chose  to  employ  him.     This  coachman  was 
not  hired  to  the  defendant;  he  had  no  power  to  dismiss 
him."     This  reasoning  is  applicable  to  the  present  case :  for 
Chaplin  &  Home  carried  on  a  distinct  business,  and  John- 
son was  their  servant.     Again,  the  learned  judge,  in  a  sub- 
sequent portion  of  his  judgment,  says,  '*  The  cases  referred 
to  before  Lord  JEUenborauffh  only  shew,  indeed,  the  owner 
of  the  horses  to  be  liable ;  but,  it  may  be  said,  the  travel- 
ler is  liable  also.    I  think  not.     The  coachman  or  postilion 
cannot  be  the  servant  of  both.    He  is  the  servant  of  one  or 
the  other,  but  not  the  servant  of  one  and  the  other.    The 
law  does  not  recognise  a  several  liability  in  two  principals 
who  are  uncozmected."    If  that  be  so,  it  disposes  of  the 
aigument  that  Johnson  might  be  the  servant  of  both  car- 
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1848.  rien.    The  oaae  ofRapton  y.  CifUtf  (a)  poiats  out  llie  dis- 

Macbu  tmotion  between  a  sub-ecmtiBCtor  and  a  servant.    There  the 

T  B  London  ^^^^^^  ^  builder,  was  employed  by  the  committee  of  a 

AND  South-  dub  to  ezecate  certain  alterations  at  the  dab-houfie,  in- 

WK8TKSN 

Railway  Co.  dading  the  preparation  and  fixing  of  gas-fittings.  He  made 
a  sub-contract  with  B.,  a  gas-fitter,  to  execute  this  part  of 
the  work.  In  the  course  of  doing  it,  through  B.'s  negli- 
gence, the  gas  exploded  and  injured  the  plaintiff,  and  it  was 
held  that  the  defendant  was  not  liable  for  the  injury  he  had 
received.  Parhe,  B.,  in  his  judgment,  states  that  '*the 
case  of  Quarman  y.  Bunutt  has  been  approved  of  in  its 
main  prindples,  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  in  the  case 
of  JUiU^an  y.  Wedge^^  (ft).  Suppose  an  action  had  been 
brought  against  Chaplin  &  Home,  it  is  submitted  that  they 
would  have  been  held  liable :  CoaJU  v.  CAapfifi(c).  If,  there- 
fore, Johnson  was  not  a  servant  of  the  defendants,  in  their 
employ,  within  the  meaning  of  the  8th  section  of  the  act 
in  question,  the  defendants  are  entitied  to  succeed  upoo 
the  traverse,  which  raises  the  question,  and  the  rule  ought 
to  be  made  absolute. 

Pollock,  C.  K — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought  to 
be  discharged.  The  point  which  was  contended  for  by  Sir 
JFrederick  Thei^er,  in  the  outset  of  this  case,  cannot  prevail, 
namely,  that  the  mere  production  of  the  document  disposed 
of  the  question,  and,  by  its  contents,  is  to  be  taken  as  a  hold- 
ing out  of  the  person  Johnson,  who  stole  the  silk,  as  a  ser- 
vant of  the  Company.  I  do  not  think  that  is  the  question 
which  we  have  now  to  dispose  of.  The  real  question  is  that 
which  has  been  discussed  by  Mr.  Martin,  and  at  by  no 
means  greater  length  than  its  importance  warranted;  and 
I  do  not  think  he  has  brought  less  of  iUustration  and 
learning  to  bear  upon  it  than  the  occasion  called  for.    I 

(a)  0  M.  &  W.  710.       (b)  12  Ad.  &  £.  787.       (e)  3  Q.  B.  483. 


TBINITT  TBBM,   11  VICT.  425 

have  paid  great  attention  to  ihe  argument^  and  the  whole        1B48. 
matter  comes  to  this :— It  appears  that  Chaplin  &  Home       Machu 

had  contracted  with  the  Bailway  Company  to  do  this  part  ^^^  lovdok 

of  the  business  for  them ;  that  they  weie  not  the  servants  to  ^^  South- 

•^  WB8TBKN 

the  Company^  but  were  its  agents;  and  that  the  persons   Railway  Co. 
whom  Chaplin  &  Home  employedi  whom  they  paid,  and  to 
whom  they  gave  orders,  and  had  power  to  disnuss — ^these 
persons  were  still  fiirther  removed  from  the  Company,  as 
being  servants  to  Chaplin  &  Home,  and  not  to  the  Com* 
pany*     Then  it  is  said  by  Mr.  Martin,  that  the  act  of  Par- 
liament in  question  distinctiy  gives  the  Bailway  Company, 
aa  carriers,  indemnity  against  responsibility  from  loss,  unless 
certain  conditions  are  complied  with ;  that  the  8th  section 
xe-imposes  their  common-law  liability  under  certain  cir- 
comstanoeB  only,  and  that,  in  order  to  bring  the  plaintiff 
within  that  section,  he  must  shew  that  the  felonious  act 
was  committed  by  an  oc^im/  servant  of  the  Company.     In 
proceeding  to  put  a  constraction  upon  this  statute,  I  have 
allowed  the  fullest  scope  to  Mr.  Martin's  argument,  and  I 
thoroughly  comprehend  its  force.    I  also  perfectiy  agree  that 
we  have  no  right  to  make  an  act  of  Parliament ;  that  it  is 
only  our  duty  to  construe  those  that  are  made;  and  that 
we  ought  to  consider,  not  what  the  legislature  might  have . 
done^  but  what  they  have  done:  and  with  a  perfect  percep- 
tion of  the  force  of  the  argument  derived  from  the  expres- 
dons  of  Mr*  Justice  Littkdale,  in  the  case  of  Laugher  v. 
I^rinter,  I  am  still  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  dis* 
chai^ged.     And  I  think  it  ought  to  be  discharged  upon  the 
general  ground,  which  I  prefer  to  any  otiier,  that  there  was 
an  employment  of  Johnson  by  the  Company,  leaving  out  of 
consideration,  for  the  present,  all  that  relates  to  the  holding 
him  out  as  a  servant  of  the  Company.     Taking  it  that  the 
document  in  question  proves  that,  on  the  Company  receiving 
this  parcel  in  the  country,  it  was  the  undertaking  on  their 
part  to  deliver  it  in  London,  I  am  of  opinion  that  John- 
son was,  within  the  meaning  of  the  8th  section  of  the 
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1848.  act,  a  servant  in  their  employ*  A  state  of  things  per- 
Machu  IiAp8  altogether  different  from  what  existed  at  the  time  of 
Tbk  London  ^®  passing  of  the  Statute,  has  sprung  up,  in  consequence 
AND  Sooth-  of  nubroads  having  come  more  extensively  into  use ;  but 
Railway  Co.  the  general  object  of  the  act  was  to  give  protection  to  car^ 
riers  in  respect  of  small  parcels  of  great  value  placed  under 
their  care,  without  any  notice  of  their  value,  thus  com- 
pelling them  to  incur  considerable  risk  with  but  little  re- 
muneration ;  and  the  legislature  has  effected  this  by  re- 
quiring the  value  of  such  parcels  to  be  declared,  and  an 
additional  sum  to  be  paid  to  the  carrier  by  way  of  insuring 
their  safe  delivery ;  and  nothing  can  be  more  just  than  such 
an  enactment.  In  order,  however,  to  guard  the  public 
against  the  consequences  of  effecting  such  insurance — for 
one  consideration  for  the  insurance  is  the  disclosure  to  the 
carrier's  servants  by  such  notice  of  the  value  of  the  goods  to 
be  transmitted — ^the  legislature,  whilst  it  says  that  the  car- 
rier shall  not  be  liable  unless  the  article  sent  be  insured, 
goes  on  to  provide  that,  whether  it  be  insured  or  not,  the 
carrier  shall  still  be  liable  "  to  answer  for  loss  or  injury  to 
any  goods  or  articles  whatsoever  arising  from  the  felonious 
acts  of  any  coachman,  guard,  bookkeeper,  porter,  or  other 
servant  in  his  employ.''  And  I  am  of  opinion  that  this 
liability  cannot  be  disposed  of  by  the  introduction  of  the 
term  "  agents"  or  by  giving  a  principal  name  to  the  em- 
ployment of  any  one  employed  to  discharge  the  duty  un* 
dertaken  by  the  carrier.  In  the  case  which  was  put  in  the 
course  of  the  argument,  where  a  carrier  confines  himself  to 
receiving  goods  and  making  contracts  for  their  carriage,  and 
avails  himself  of  a  sub-contract  to  transfer  to  some  one  else 
the  whole  duty  which  he  has  undertaken  to  perform,  I 
think  that  all  the  parties  who  come  in  under  that  subse- 
quent contract,  whether  directly  or  by  the  sub-contract — ^I 
think  that  all  the  parties  actually  employed  in  doing  the 
work  which  the  carrier  undertook  to  do,  either  by  himself 
or  by  his  servants,  are  his  servants  within  the  meaning  of 
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the  8th  section  of  the  act  in  question.     I  therefore  think        1848. 
that,  within  the  meaning  of  this  section,  Chaplin  and  Home       Macbv 
wete  the  servants  of  the  Company ; — ^they  were  employed  by  -.^^  ^ 
the  Company  to  take  these  goods  from  the  railway  station,    and  South. 
and  to  deliver  them  in  BunhilUrow ;  and  that  any  persons   Railway  Co. 
whom  Chaplin  and  Home  employ  for  the  same  purpose 
are  also  servants  of  the  Company  for  that  purpose,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  act.    Although  the  Company  could  not 
dismiss  the  porters,  inasmuch  as  the  contract  was  made  be- 
tween those  parties  and  Chaplin  and  Home,  and  not  with 
the  Company^  yet  substantially  they  were  servants  in  the 
employ  of  the  Company,  as  doing  what  the  Company  had 
engaged  to  da     On  the  general  question,  therefore,  which 
turns  upon  the  proper  construction  of  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment, seeing,  as  I  do,  that  this  Bailway  Company  received 
these  goods  upon  an  undertaking  to  carry  them,  and  to  de- 
liver them  in  BunhUl-row^  I  think  that  everything  done 
with  respect  to  the  carriage  of  the  goods  is  to  be  considered 
as  done  by  the  servants  employed  by  the  Company,  and  that 
the  substitution  of  any  other  words,  sucji  as  ^'  agent,"  or 
'*  sub-contract,"  cannot  have  the  effect  of  taking  them  out 
of  the  meaning  of  the  act.  Those  persons  who  do  the  act  are 
their  servants.    It  may  be  added, — ^for,  although  I  do  not  lay 
much  stress  upon  it  in  the  grounds  of  my  judgment,  I  think 
it  right  to  say,  if  I  entertiuned  any  doubt  on  the  gene- 
ral question,  (which  I  do  not),  that  where  the  document 
which  has  passed  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants 
describes  the  person  who  is  to  do  the  work  as  their  servant, 
the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  that  document  is,  that  that 
person  was  at  the  time  a  servant  of  the  Company.     When 
it  also  appears,  that  in  that  ticket  the  plaintiff  is  made 
debtor  to  the  Company  for  the  carriage  of  the  goods,  and 
the  porter  who  stole  them  is  described  as  one  of  the  Com- 
pany's porters,  then  I  say  that  it  is  not  competent  for  them 
to  substitute  another  and  a  different  name  for  his.     I  do 
not»  however,  attach  much  importance  to  this  part  of  the 

VOL.  U.  F  F  EXCH. 
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1848.        ease;  (or,  upon  the  general  question^  I  am  of  opinion,  that 

Maobu       whoeter  discharges  the  dntj  which  these  companies  may 

Ths  London  ^^^^  undertaken  are  to  be  considend,  in  point  of  law, 

AND  South-    to  be  their  servants  withhi  the  meaning  of  this  statute. 

WBITBUf 

Railway  Co.  The  plaintiff  is,  therefore,  entitled  to  recover  in  this  action, 

and  this  rule  must  be  discharged. 

BaLrB>B. — lamof  the  same  opinion.  The  first  difficulty 
raised  in  the  present  case  proceeded  on  the  notion  that  the 
Company,  by  the  delivery  of  a  ticket  in  which  Johnson's 
name  as  a  porter  appeared,  were  either  estopped,  or  if  not 
BO,  yet  that  that  evidence  was  so  conclusive  on  the  point, 
that  no  oiher  inference  could  be  drawn  from  the  firsts  of 
the  case.  I  fairly  own,  that,  if  the  matter  rested  on  this 
ground  alone,  I  should  have  entertained  very  great  doubt 
whether  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  succeed.  I 
think  that  it  is  clear,  dbat  the  document  was  mere  mat- 
ter of  evidence,  and  that  it  would  not  have  been  an  estoppeL 
With  regard  to  the  fact  of  service,  I  think  that  there  was 
abundant  evidenqp  to  shew  that  Johnson  was  the  servant, 
not  of  the  Company,  but  of  Cha|^n  and  Home.  But,  even 
if  that  be  so,  I  do  not  think  that  it  is  material  to  discuss 
that  point.  I  have  turned  the  subject  over  in  my  mind 
much  since  the  occasion  when  it  was  last  argued,  and 
therefore  I  do  not  decide  the  matter  on  the  spur  of  the 
moment.  The  Company,  it  appears,  received  these  goods 
at  the  Andover-road  station,  and  undertook  to  deliver  them 
at  Bunhill-row  in  London,  as  common  carriers;  and  I 
think  that  the  statute  must  be  construed,  with  respect  to 
this  Railway  Company,  as  it  would  have  been  under  the  old 
system  in  former  limes.  It  seems  that  the  practice  of  the 
Company  was  to  bring  the  goods  which  were  carried  by 
them  to  the  Yanxhall  station ;  and,  as  was  assumed,  and 
we  may  therefore  take  it  as  proved,  that  they  employed 
Chaplin  and  Home  to  deliver  these  goods  in  different  parts 
of  London  for  them.    Chaplin  and  Home  employ  Johnson, 
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and  he  steak  tbe  goods.    The  questioa  then  arises^  are  the        1848. 
Companj  liable  for  that  felonious  act  ?    They  would  un-       machv 
doubtedlj  be  liable,  unless  the  statute  has  limited  their   xhbLondok 
liability.     The  act  says,  that  carrieiB  shall  not  be  liable  for    ^i>  South- 
goods  of  this  description  unless  an  insurance  price  be  paid ;   Railway  Co. 
but  then  comes  the  8th  section,  which  provides,  ''that 
nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  deemed  to  protect  any  mail 
oontnetor,  stage-coach  proprietor,  or  other  common  carrier 
for  hix^  from  liability  to  answer  for  loss  or  injury  to  any 
goods  or  articles  whatsoever,  arising  from  the  felonious  acts 
of  any  coachman,  guard,  bookkeeper,  porter,  or  other  ser- 
vant in  his  <v  their  employ."    Is  Johnson,  .then,  a  book- 
keeper, porter,  or  other  servant  in  the  employ  of  the  Com- 
pany ?    I  think  he  is.     I  admit  that  the  question  of  lia- 
bility, arising  from  the  acts  of  servants  or  agents,  has  been 
a  subject  weU  considered  of  late  years.    I  agree  in  what  was 
said  by  Mr.  Justice  Littiedak,  in  Laugher  v.  Painter ,  and  by 
this  Court,  in  Quamum  v.  Burnett,  which  has  been  acted 
upon  in  Bapsan  v.  Cubitt;  but  I  do  not  think  that  those 
cases  apply  to  the  present.    In  those  cases  a  wrongful  act 
had  been  done  by  somebody,  and  the  question  was,  has 
the  party  ii\)uied  a  remedy  against  some  one  other  than 
the  actual  party  who  committed  the  injury  ?    Against  the 
actual  party  of  course  he  has  a  remedy.     The  answer  is, 
yes  he  has,  against  the  master  of  the  party  who  did  the 
damage.  The  liability  for  the  wroi^frd  act  originates  from 
the  relation  of  master  and  servant     That  is  not  so  here. 
The  light  against  the  Company  arises,  not  from  the  rela- 
tion of  master  and  servant,  but  by  virtue  of  a  contract 
into  which  they  have  entered  to  deliver  the  goods.     The 
Company  defend  themselves  on  the  ground,  that  the  per- 
mm  who  stole  the  goods  was  not  their  servant.    What, 
then,  is  the  meaning  of  the  word  ''  servant,"  in  the  8th 
section  of  the  act?    It  has  been  contended,  on  the  part  of 
the  defendants,  that  no  one  is  a  servant  of  a  carrier,  within 
the  meaning  of  that  section,  unless  he  be  actually  hired, 

ff2 
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-i"^-     '**'"''®^  "^  paid  by  biin.    I  do  not,  however,  see  how 
Machd       Buch  a  construction  can  possibly  be  pat  upon  that  seo- 
Thi  LonooM   ^'^'^  '•  ^*"*  ''^  ^y^>  *^^  *'  Qothing  in  the  act  conttuned  shall 
AND  SoDTH.    protect  from  liability  from  loss  or  injury  arirang  from  the 
Railway  Co.  felonious  acts  of  any  coachman,  guard,  bookkeeper,  porter, 
or  other  servant  in  hia  employ."     What  is  the  meaning  of 
that?    The  legislature  felt  that,  having  given  protection  to 
the  carrier  ^unst  responsibility  for  goods  not  insured,  it 
was  not  necessary  to  say  that,  in  the  event  of  uninsured 
goods  being  stolen  by  the  carrier  himself,  he  should  not  be 
entitled  to  protection ;  but  they  proceed  at  once  to  speak 
of  the  felonious  acts  of  bookkeepers  or  other  servants  in  bis 
employ.     I  think  that  a  very  laige  construction  ought  to 
be  given  to  these  words ;  they  must  be  taken  to  mean  bo<A- 
keepers,  porters,  or  other  servants  actually  employed  to  do 
what  the  carrier  has  undertaken  to  do.    The  legislature  not 
only  contemplated  that  a  carrier  might  himself  carry  the 
goods  delivered  to  him,  but  that  he  might  hand  them  over 
,  to  another  person  to  carry.     If  they  were  stolen  by  himself, 

he  of  course  would  not  be  protected;  neither  do  I  think  he 
would  if  the  person  whom  he  had  employed  as  a  substitute 
were  to  steal  them.     Unless  that  construction  be  adopted, 
this  anomaly  would  follow.     Nothing  was  more  common, 
under  the  old  system,  than  for  the  coachman  to  hire  the 
guard,  or  the  guard  the  coachman ;  and  if  a  person  had  loet 
anything  sent  by  a  stage-coach,  and  had  sued  the  pro- 
prietor, could  the  claimant  be  turned  round  by  the  pro- 
prietco:  saying,  "  I  did  not  employ  the  guard  or  coachman?" 
I  think,  therefore,  that  when  the  le^slature  used  the  word 
"  servant"  in  this  section,  they  meant  to  say,  the  carrier 
being  clearly  liable  if  he  steals  the  goods  himself,  and  it 
u^i„r,  k;.  iiviiiiBiy  duty  as  carrier  to  carry  them  himself, 
ly  be  responsible  if  any  other  person  employ- 
»ntract  steals  them.     I  therefore  think  that 
lome  were  servants  of  the  Company  within 
»f  the  8th  section  of  the  act  of  Parliament, 


TBINITY  TEBM^    11  VICT.  431 

and  that  every  person  was  so  who  was  directly  or  indirectly        1848. 
employed  by  them  to  do  what  they  had  contracted  to  do  by       Machv 
themselves  or  by  others  under  them.     I  therefore  am  of  «     ?' 

...  ,  *^"*  London 

opinion^  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  succeed^  and  con-    and  South- 
sequently  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  discharged.  Railway  Co. 

Platt^  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  statute, 
when  considered  with  attention,  can  be  very  plainly  ex- 
pounded, and  ought  to  be  construed  with  reference  to  the 
duty  of  carriers,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  realm. 
Without  this  statute  a  carrier  would  be  liable  for  the  safety 
of  the  goods  until  their  arrival  at  their  place  of  destination. 
Suppose,  in  this  case,  the  goods,  instead  of  having  been 
stolen,  had  been  injured  by  careless  treatment  between  the 
railway  station  and  the  place  of  delivery,  could  there  be 
any  doubt  that  the  carrier  would,  in  case  the  goods  were 
insured,  be  liable  for  the  damage  they  might  have  received  ? 
I  think  there  could  not ;  and  for  this  reason,  that  the 
carriers  who  drove  the  horses,  in  taking  the  goods  from 
the  station  to  their  ultimate  place  of  destination,  were 
the  agents  and  servants  of  the  Company  for  that  purpose. 
The  form  of  the  declaration  would  be,  that  the  defend- 
ants were  guilty  of  negligence  by  their  servants.  These 
porters  are  consequently,  for  some  purposes,  the  agents 
of  the  Company ;  for  they  have  entered  into  a  contract 
in  respect  of  these  goods,  which  depends  upon  and  re- 
fers to  the  contract  in  question.  This  case  is  totally  dif- 
ferent from  that  of  the  job-master,  who  drives  the  horses 
he  lets  out  for  hire  by  his  postilion,  and  over  the  posti- 
lion the  hirer  of  the  horses  has  no  control  whatever. 
In  every  case  the  owner  of  horses  or  a  vessel  is  bound  to 
place  them  under  such  governance  as  shall  prevent  the 
occurrence  of  any  injury  by  negligence  to  any  of  the 
subjects  of  the  Queen.  If  any  injury  does  occur,  the 
master  who  placed  the  negligent  person  there  becomes 
himself  responsible    for   the   injury  which  has  been  so 
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1848.  done.     But  all  these  cases  rest  upon  a  totally  differ* 

Machv  ent  principle;   for  there  the  mischief  is  brou^t  aboat 

Tbb  London  ^7  ^^®  person  who  drives  or  authorises  the  driver;    and 

AND  Sooth-  therefore,   as  regards   the   public,    the  job-master,   and 

w  S8 1 B II N  ■  *«     « 

Railway  Co.  not  the  party  who  hires  the  horses,  is  the  master  of  the 
driver.  The  present  case  arises  out  of  a  rektion  created 
by  contract  A  carrier  undertakes  to  carry  goods  fixMu  one 
place  to  another,  and  then  it  is  said^  that,  because  the  goods 
were  stolen  by  a  servant  of  a  sub-contractor  employed  by 
the  carrier,  the  carrier  is  not  responsible.  It  is  clear  that 
this  question  is  not  afiected  by  the  decisions  on  cases  of 
negligence,  which  are  independent  of  any  contract  between 
the  parties.  We  must  therefore  look  to  the  meaning  of 
the  statute.  Its  meaning  was  this — as  the  great  respond* 
bility  cast  on  carriers,  without  due  notice  of  the  value  of 
goods  committed  to  their  care,  operated  as  a  great  hardship 
upon  them — ^for  if  the  carrier  knew  that  a  parcel  bailed  to 
him  was  of  great  value  (as,  for  instance,  a  casket  of  jewds) 
he  would  not  leave  it  exposed  to  the  hands  of  a  thief — 
it  was,  therefore,  thought  just  by  the  legblature,  that  the 
carrier  should  have  notice  of  the  value  of  the  article ;  and 
that,  if  he  had  not,  he  need  not  use  extraordinary  caie, 
and  should  not  be  responsible  for  it  in  case  it  should  be 
lost.  The  means  the  legislature  took  of  effecting  tlutt  was 
by  requiring  the  bailor  to  pay  a  premium  for  the  additional 
core  to  be  employed  in  the  carriage  of  the  goods.  But 
the  legislature  say  to  the  carrier,  "  Although  we  ^ve  you 
all  this  protection  in  that  case,  we  will  not  extend  it  to 
those  cases  where  the  loss  has  been  by  felony.''  That  is 
the  meaning  of  the  8th  section ;  for  its  effect  is  to  take  out 
of  the  operation  of  the  statute  all  losses  occasioned  by  felony 
on  the  part  of  persons  who,  in  case  of  loss,  might  be  treated 
as  servants  of  the  carrier;  for  I  say  that  the  peisons  so 
employed  are  his  servants  within  the  true  meaning  of  diia 
section,  although  it  is  unnecessary  to  go  to  that  extent  in 
coming  to  a  deosion  in  the  present  case.    I  have  paid  the 
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utmost  attention  to  the  vigorous  and  ingenious  arguments        1848. 
of  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendants ;  but  I  still  think,       Machu 
ihaty  upon  the  construction  of  the  statute,  the  matter  is  ^     ^' 
▼ery  plain.     Any  person  employed  by  a  carrier  to  perform    and  South- 
the  contract  into  which  he  enters,  is  a  servant  in  the  employ  Railway  Co. 
of  the  carrier,  within  the  true  meaning  of  this  statute. 
Any  other  construction  would  be  the  parent  of  very  dan- 
gerous consequences.   These  companies  might  let  out  every 
single  part  of  their  carriers'  business,  which  is  generally 
very  extensive,  to  others,  who  might  employ  other  servants 
under  them.     If  we  were  to  hold  that  such  persons  are  not 
the  servants  of  the  Company,  a  complete  immunity  would 
be  obtained  from  the  respon^bility  for  every  single  theft 
that  might  be  committed  from  one  end  of  their  line  to  the 
other,  imder  the  pretext  that  the  persons  by  whom  the 
theft  had  been  committed  were  not  their  servants  or  in 
their  employ.     It  would  be  an  exceedingly  dangerous  doo- 
trine  to  hdd,  that  these  persons,  who  enjoy  all  the  profits 
derived  from  the  carriage  of  the  goods,  shall,  by  a  sub-con- 
tract unknown  to  the  other  party,  get  rid  of  their  respon- 
aibility.     As  to  the  other  point,  I  think  that  the  ticket 
produced  did  not  operate  as  an  estoppel,  but  that  it  was 
mere  matter  of  evidence. 

Bule  discharged. 
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1848. 


June  5. 


Brown  and  Wife  v.  Hartill. 


A  declaration  U  OVEN  ANT. — The  declaration  stated,  that  by  a  me- 
oat  an  agree!^  morandum  of  agreement  under  seal,  bearing  date  the  27th 
27Aof*A^*  day  of  April,  a.d.  1840,  and  made  between  the  defendant 
1840,  whereby,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  plaintiffs  of  the  other  part,  (profertX 

after  reciting  ,  .  . 

that  the  de.  after  reciting  that  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  the  plain- 

indebt^^the  **^^  ^^  ^^'•»  ^hich  he  agreed  to  repay  with  interest  at  57. 

So/"^hi''  P®^  cent.,  it  was  mutually  agreed  as  follows,  that  is  to 

paid,  with  say,  '*  that  the  said  sum  of  607.  shall  remain  in  the  hands 

per  cent.,  it  of  the  said  J.  Hartill,  at  and  after  the  rate  of  interest  afore- 

"  thi?th?8aid  ^^^'  ^™  ^^  ^^7  ^^  ^'^  ^^^  hereof  until  the  full  end  and 
turn  of  60/.        term  of  one  whole  year;  that  at  the  expiration  of  that  pe- 

ihall  remain  in,,,, 

the  handi  of  riod,  (if  the  interest  hereinbefore  mentioned  shall  be  then 
ant,  fi^m  the  '  p^id^  and  no  notice  be  then  given  to  call  in  the  same),  the 
date  hereof,        g^jj  g^^  ^f  qq^  gjjjjj  continue  in  the  hands  of  the  said  J. 

for  one  whole 

year;  that,  at  Hartill  for  another  year,  and  so  on  from  year  to  year,  until 

of  that  pe.  notice  in  writing  shall  be  given  by  the  sfdd  W.  Brown,  or 

ktereafiSlu  Leah  his  wife,  to  call  in  the  same;  that  twelve  calendar 

be  then  paid,  months'  notice  in  writing  shall  be  given  to  call  in  the  said 

and  no  notice  .      .  °  ° 

be  then  given  principal  sum  of  60/. ;  and  that,  at  the  expiration  of  the  said 

same),  the  60/.  notice,  the  same  shall  be  paid  by  instalments  of  107.  every 

inAe^^ds  of  *^^^  month,  until  the  whole  amount  be  paid,  the  first  pay- 

U.  for  another  ment  of  107.  to  be  made  at  the  expiration  of  fifteen  months 

year,  and  to  on 
from  year  to  *" 

year,  until  notice,  in  writing,  shall  be  given  by  B.  (the  plaintiff)  to  call  in  the  same ;  that  twelve 
calendar  months'  notice,  in  writing,  shall  be  given  to  all  in  the  60/.;  and  that,  at  the  expira- 
tion of  the  said  notice,  the  same  shall  be  psid  by  instalments  of  10/.  every  third  month,  until 
the  whole  amount  be  paid,  the  first  payment  of  10/.  to  be  made  at  the  expiration  of  fifteen 
months  from  the  date  of  tike  said  notice,  so  that  the  whole  amount  of  60/.  shall  be  paid  by  the 
end  of  two  years  and  six  months  from  the  date  of  the  said  notice."  Averment,  that  notice 
in  writing,  dated  the  29th  of  May,  1846,  was  served  upon  the  defendant  to  call  in  the  principal 
sum  of  60/.;  and  that,  although  twelve  calendsr  months  from  the  date  of  such  notice  and  service 
thereof  elapsed  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  although  six  months  from  the  expira- 
tion of  the  said  twelve  months  had  also  elapsed,  and  although  two  instalments  had  become  due, 
yet  the  defendant  had  not  paid  the  same.  On  demurrer,  held,  {Piatt,  B.,  dissentiente),  that, 
after  the  expiration  of  the  first  year,  the  notice  to  pay  off  the  principal  might  be  given  at  any 
period  of  the  year,  and  that  the  time  for  payment  of  the  instalments  was  to  be  calculated  from 
the  date  of  the  notice,  not  from  the  day  of  the  year  corresponding  with  the  date  of  the  agree- 
ment. 


TBXSITY   TERM^    11  VICT.  435 

from  the  date  of  the  said  notice,  so  that  the  whole  amount  1848. 
or  sum  of  60/.  shall  be  paid  by  the  end  of  two  years  and 
six  months  from  the  date  of  the  said  notice :  the  interest 
to  be  paid  on  such  amount  only  as  shall  remain  unpaid." 
Averment,  that,  at  the  expiration  of  one  whole  year  from 
the  date  of  the  said  memorandum  of  agreement,  **  notice 
in  writing,  bearing  date  the  29th  of  May,  a.d.  1846,  was 
served  by  the  plaintiffs  upon  the  defendant,  to  call  in  the 
principal  sum  of  60/.;  and  that,  at  the  expiration  of  twelve 
calendar  months  from  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  the 
principal  sum  of  60^  would  be  required  by  the  plaintiffs  to 
be  paid  by  instalments  of  10^  every  third  month,  until  the 
whole  amount  thereof  should  be  paid;  and  that  the  first  pay- 
ment of  10/.  was  to  be  made  at  the  expiration  of  fifteen 
months  from  the  date  of  the  notice  last  aforesaid,  so  that 
the  whole  of  the  said  amount  or  sum  of  60^  should  be  paid 
at  the  end  of  two  years  and  six  months  from  the  date  of  the 
said  last-mentioned  notice.  Nevertheless,  although  twelve 
calendar  months  from  the  date  of  the  said  last-mentioned 
notice,  and  from  the  service  thereof  on  the  defendant,  had 
elapsed  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and  although 
six  months  from  the  expiration  of  the  said  twelve  calendar 
months  had  also  elapsed  before  the  commencement  of  this 
suit,  and  although  the  two  instalments  of  10/.  and  10/.  of 
the  said  principal  sum  of  60iL  had  become  due  and  payable 
from  the  defendant  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit, 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  memorandum  of  agreement 
and  of  the  said  notice  so  given  thereunder  as  aforesaid,  yet 
the  defendant  hath  never  at  any  time  paid  to  the  plaintiffs, 
or  either  of  them,  the  said  two  instalments  of  10^  and  10/1, 
or  either  of  them,  but  the  same  still  remain  and  are  wholly 
due  from  and  unpaid  by  the  defendant." — The  declaration 
then  alleged  the  non-payment  of  the  interest  due  on  the  said 
sum  of  60^ 

Special  demurrer,  assigning,  amongst  other  causes,  that 
it  did  not  appear  that  any  sufficient  notice  to  repay  the 
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1848.  prindpal  nuHiej  had  been  given^  as  it  did  not  appear  that 
such  notice  had  been  given  at  the  expiration  of  anj  aecond 
or  Bubsequent  year^  calculated  from  the  date  of  the  contract: 
that,  as  the  declaration  shewed  that  the  notice  to  call  in 
the  principal  money  was  given  after  the  expiration  of  the 
first  year,  the  plaintiiF  should  have  made  it  clearly  appear 
in  his  declaration,  that  a  period  of  fifteen  months  £rom  the 
time  of  the  giving  such  notice  had  elapsed  after  the  expira- 
tion of  some  second  or  subsequeoit  year,  calculated  from  the 
date  of  the  alleged  contract.    Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Crawdery  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  defendant  con« 
tends,  that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  this  agree- 
ment, the  notice,  in  order  to  be  valid,  must  expire  at  the 
end  of  twelve  calendar  months  terminating  on  some  27th 
day  of  April.  The  plaintiffs  on  the  other  hand  assume, 
that  after  the  expiration  of  the  first  year  they  might  at  any 
time  give  a  notice,  which  would  take  effect  fifteen  months 
afterwards.  The  intention  was,  that  the  60^  should  at 
all  events  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  from  the 
27th  of  April,  1840,  until  the  end  of  one  whole  year;  and 
if  the  interest  were  paid,  and  no  notice  then  given,  it  should 
remiun  for  another  year,  and  so  on  from  year  to  year.  The 
deed,  in  fiftct^  creates  a  quasi  tenancy  from  year  to  year 
of  this  money.  [Aldertan^  B. — At  the  end  of  the  first  year 
the  plaintiffs  might  clearly  have  given  a  notice  to  pay  the 
next  day.  But  if  they  pass  over  the  year  by  one  single  day, 
the  defendant  may  retain  the  money  for  tlie  whole  of  another 
year,  and  so  on  from  year  to  year  unles$  notice  be  given. 
How  do  you  construe  the  words  ''so  that  the  whole 
amount  or  sum  of  60/.  shall  be  paid  by  the  end  of  two  years 
and  six  months  ^om  the  date  of  the  $aid  notice?^  Suppose 
notice  given  a  week  after  the  expiration  of  the  year,  ac- 
cording to  your  argument,  it  would  not  take  effect  imtil  the 
end  of  two  years  all  but  a  week,  and  then  there  would  be 
eighteen  months  more  for  the  payment  of  the  instalments. 
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How  IB  that  oonsbtent  with  the  provinon  that  the  whole  1846. 
shall  be  paid  at  the  end  of  two  years  and  six  months  from 
the  date  of  the  notice?]  The  previous  words  are  not  '*  if 
no  notice  shaU  have  been  yiven  "  to  call  in  the  same,  but  ''if 
notice  be  then  gioen^  that  is,  given  on  some  27th  day  of 
ApriL  This  constroctton  is  consistent  with  the  stipulation 
as  to  interest)  which  does  not  become  due  until  the  end 
of  the  year.  [Aldersonf  3s — It  may  be  paid  at  and  after 
the  rate  of  5L  per  cent,  for  the  period  during  which  the 
defendant  holds  the  money.  Your  construction  pves  no 
effect  to  the  words  ''  fiom  the  date  of  the  said  notice."] 
They  mean  from  the  date  of  the  period  when  the  holding  of 
the  money  first  commenced^  that  is,  bom  some  27th  day 
of  April. 

7.  Janes,  contriL — The  deckration  shews,  that  everything 
hss  been  done  which  was  requisite  to  entitle  the  plaintiflfs 
to  the  money.  The  construction  contended  for  by  the 
defendant  is  at  variance  with  the  terms  of  the  agreement. 
All  difficulty  would  be  removed  if  the  words  ''unless  notice 
m  writing"  were  substituted  for  the  words  *'until  notice 
m  writing." 

Crawder  readied. 

Pollock^  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintaflb  are 
entitled  to  judgment  The  questioB  is,  whether  the  notice 
to  pay  the  principal  sum  is  to  expire  at  a  period  corrfr* 
spending  with  the  date  of  the  agreementi  or  at  any  time  of 
the  year.  The  language  of  the  deed  is,  that  the  money 
shall  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  for  one  whole 
year,  and  "  that  at  the  expiration  of  that  period,  if  the 
interest  hereinbefore  mentioned  shall  be  then  paid,  and  no 
notice  be  then  given  to  call  in  the  same,*  the  money  shall 
continue  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  for  another  year. 
The  expression  "  if  no  notice  be  then  given ''  may  either 
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1848.  mean,  **  if  no  notice  shall  at  that  time  have  been  given^^  or 
''if  no  notice  shall  then  be  given."  There  is  considerable 
difficulty  in  saying  what  the  parties  really  did  mean.  Then 
the  rule  of  construction  is^  that  the  iustrument  must  be 
construed  most  favourably  for  the  parties  for  whose  benefit 
it  was  made.  The  provision  as  to  notice  is,  that  the  money 
''  shall  continue  in  the  hands  of  Hartill  for  another  year, 
and  so  on  from  year  to  year,  until  notice  in  writing  shall 
be  given  by  the  said  W.  Brown,  or  Leah  his  wife,  to  call 
in  the  same;  and  that  twelve  calendar  months*  notice  in 
writing  shall  be  given  to  call  in  the  said  principal  sum  of 
60/. ;  and  that,  at  the  expiration  of  the  said  notice,  the  same 
shall  be  paid  by  instalments  of  10/.  every  third  month,  until 
the  whole  amount  be  paid,  the  first  payment  of  10/.  to  be 
made  at  the  expiration  of  fifteen  months  from  the  date  of 
the  said  notice,  so  that  the  whole  amount  or  sum  of  60/. 
shall  be  paid  by  the  end  of  two  years  and  six  months  from 
the  date  of  the  said  notice."  In  order  to  give  full  effect  to 
the  words  ''from  the  date  of  the  said  notice,"  we  must 
imderstand  that  the  notice  may  be  given  on  any  day  of  the 
year,  and  that  when  it  is  given,  the  whole  money  must  be 
paid  within  two  years  and  six  months  from  that  date. 
That  explains  the  ambiguity  of  the  expression,  "  if  no  notice 
be  then  given,"  and  shews  its  meaning  to  be,  "if  no  notice 
shall  have  then  been  given." 

Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  instru- 
ment is  capable  of  receiving  a  reasonable  construction,  so  as 
to  give  effect  to  every  word  of  it.  The  agreement  is,  that 
the  party  shall  have  the  money  for  one  whole  year ;  and  if 
at  the  expiration  of  that  period  the  interest  is  paid,  and  no 
notice  "be  then  given" — which  I  construe,  "shall  have  then 
been  given" — the  party  is  to  hold  the  money  for  another 
year,  and  so  on  from  year  to  year  until  notice  be  given. 
But,  inasmuch  as  the  party  might  be  put  to  inconvenience 
by  notice  being  given  in  the  course  of  any  year,  even  on 


Hartill. 
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the  day  or  hoar  before  the  expiration  of  the  year^  a  stipu-* 
lation  is  inserted  that  the  notice  shall  be  of  a  particular 
length,  namely,  twelve  months ;  and  then  the  money  is  to  ^^  **• 
be  paid  by  instalments  every  third  month,  the  first  payment 
to  be  made  at  the  expiration  of  fifteen  months  from  the 
date  of  the  notice.  If  the  notice  be  dated  on  the  day  it 
is  actually  given,  then,  by  the  stipulation  in  the  agreement, 
finom  that  date  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  notice,  two 
years  and  a  half  is  the  period  within  which  the  whole  money 
is  to  be  paid.  According  to  Mr.  Crawder's  argument,  if  the 
notice  were  dated  on  the  28th  of  April,  the  whole  money 
would  not  be  payable  until  three  years  and  six  months, 
wanting  one  day,  after  the  date  of  the  notice.  That  is  a 
contradiction  of  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  which  require 
it  to  be  paid  at  the  end  of  two  years  and  six  months  from 
the  date  of  the  notice.  The  true  construction  is,  that  the 
notice  may  be  given  at  any  time  of  the  year,  and  the  party 
noay  hold  the  money  from  year  to  year,  until  such  notice 
be  given. 

KoLFE,  B. — The  case  has  been  argued  as  if  there  existed 
an  analogy  between  thb  notice  and  a  notice  to  quit ;  but 
there  is  no  such  analogy.  If,  indeed,  any  analogy  is  to  be 
drawn,  it  i3  from  a  notice  to  pay  off  a  mortgage.  It  is  per- 
fecdy  pliun,  that  although  a  mortgage-deed  provides  for  the 
payment  of  interest  on  the  first  of  January  and  the  first  of 
July,  the  stipulation  as  to  six  months'  notice  for  repayment 
of  the  principal  does  not  mean  that  the  notice  is  to  be  given 
on  any  particular  day,  but  the  mortgagee  may  give  the  no- 
tice at  any  moment  of  time.  That  is  the  analogy  which  pre- 
sents itself  to  my  mind.  But  we  must  oonstrue  the  agree- 
ment according  to  its  terms ;  and,  on  looking  at  it,  I  should 
feel  no  doubt  on  the  subject,  were  it  not  that  my  Brother 
JPlatt  entertains  a  different  view.  Suppose  the  stipulation 
as  to  notice,  instead  of  coming  after  the  previous  sentence, 
had  preceded  it,  the  agreement  would  then  have  been,  that 
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1848.  the  party  Bhould  have  the  money  for  one  whole  year,  and 
that  twelve  calendar  months'  notice  in  writing  Bhoold  be 
^ven  to  call  in  the  principal  bobou  If  it  had  stood  there» 
no  doabt  the  notice  ni%ht  have  been  given  on  any  day. 
Then  it  is  soggested  that  the  words,  '*  if  the  interest  here- 
inbefore mentioned  shall  be  then  paid,  and  if  no  notice  be 
then  given  to  call  in  the  same,"  mean,  ''if  the  interest  is 
paid,  and  no  notice  be  on  thai  day  ffven,^  the  party  may  hold 
the  money  from  year  to  year.  That  is  a  forced  constmctimi, 
not  only  inconsistent  with  the  ordinary  analogy  of  a  mortgage 
deed,  but  involves  a  necessary  absurdity ;  for,  in  that  view, 
the  saying  that  the  party  may  hold  on  another  year  ''if  the 
interest  be  paid,  and  no  notice  be  given,"  is  the  same  thing 
as  saying,  "if  the  interest  be  paid,  and  notice  given."  Bat 
if  the  interest  be  paid,  and  no  notice  given,  then  he  is  to 
hold  for  another  year,  and  so  on  from  year  to  year;  but  if 
notice  be  given,  the  notice  will  regulate  the  repayment.  It 
seems  to  me,  both  fit>m  the  reason  of  the  thing  and  the 
construction  of  the  instrument,  that  the  party  is  to  be  at 
liberty  to  give  the  notice  at  any  time. 

Platt,  B. — ^I  have  the  misfortune  to  differ  fitmi  my 
learned  brethren.  I  do  not  see  any  analogy  between  the 
present  case  and  that  of  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year,  or  a 
mortgage-deed.  We  mmst  look  at  the  instrument  itself, 
and  coUect  therefit>m  its  meaning.  If  the  plaintiflw*  view 
be  correct,  they  WMld  be  entitied  to  recover  these  two  in- 
stalments eighteen  months  after  the  date  of  the  notice ;  but 
that  depends  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  agreement 
When,  then,  is  the  notice  to  be  given?  It  is  evident,  frt»n 
tiie  terms  of  the  deed,  that  the  parties  considered  it  might 
be  inconvenient  to  pay  the  whole  amount  at  once,  and  there- 
fore provision  is  made  for  the  time  which  the  payment 
should  occupy.  The  deed  states,  that  the  defendant  shall,  at 
all  events,  be  entitied  to  hold  the  money  for  one  year,  and 
he  is  bound  to  pay  interest  at  the  end  of  that  time.     There 
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is  to  be  a  twelve  months'  notice  of  repayment,  and  the  first        1848. 
instalment  is  to  be  paid  at  the  expiration  of  three  months, 
and  the  whole  at  the  end  of  two  years  and  six  months  from 
the  date  of  the  notice.     It  therefore  seems  to  me,  on  the 
face  of  the  instrament,  contemplated  by  the  parties,  that 
three  years  and  a  half  should  expire  before  the  repayment 
of  the  whole ;  and  that  two  years,  at  all  events,  should  ex- 
pire before  the  three  months'  instalments  began  to  run.    I 
must  distrust  my  own  judgment  when  I  find  grave  opinions 
opposed  to  mine ;  but  with  all  respect  for  those  opinions, 
I  cannot  bring  my  mind  to  understand  how  it  is  consistent 
with  the  provisions  of  this  deed,  that  the  notice  diould  be 
given  at  any  time  of  the  year.    K,  at  the  end  of  the  first 
year,  the  interest  b  not  paid,  the  plwitiff  might  recover 
the  money ;  but  if  the  interest  is  paid,  and  no  notice  then 
given,  the  parties  would  stand  in  precisely  the  same  situa* 
tion  for  another  year — ^the  whole  period,  in  effect^  con- 
•tinuing  until  the  end  <^  the  second  year.    If  the  interest 
was  not  then  paid,  an  action  might  be  brought ;  but  if  the 
interest  was  paid,  and  notice  given  on  the  expiration  of  the 
second  year,  the  whole  money  would  be  payable  at  the  end 
of  four  years  and  a  half  from  the  date  of  the  deed.     At  the 
end  of  the  first  year,  if  the  interest  was  paid,  and  no  notice 
given,  the  parties  would  stand  in  the  same  situation  as  if 
the  deed  had  been  executed  on  that  day.    It  therefore 
appears  to  me,  that  the  notice  should  be  given  on  some  27  th 
day  of  April,  and  from  that  time  are  dated  the  rights  and 
liabilities  of  the  parties. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintifik 
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1848. 

^0^31.  Graham  v,  Inglebt  and  Glover. 

Plea  of  privi.  JJeBT  for  goods  sold  and  delivered. — The  defendant  Glo- 
toraey,  ^eging  ^^  pleaded^  that,  before  and  at  the  tune  of  the  commence- 
that  he  wa«  an    Qj^n^  ^f  the  suit,  he  was,  and  from  thence  hitherto  hath  been 

attorney  of  the 

Court  of  and  still  is,  one  of  the  attomies  of  the  court  of  our  Lady  the 

and  not  an  at- '  Quccn,  before  the  Queen  herself,  at  Westminster,  in  the 
Court  o*f^Ext  county  of  Middlesex ;  and  hath  prosecuted  and  defended^ 
^?*''-  and  doth  still  prosecute  and  defend,  divers  suits  and  pleas 

that  the  defend-  in  the  said  court,  before  our  Lady  the  Queen  herself,  for 
torney  of  the  divers  liege  subjects  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  as  their 
cheMen^n-  ^^tomej ;  and  that  he  and  all  others  the  attomies  of  the 
eluding  to  the    ^^  court  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  before  the  Queen  her- 

country: —  '  ,  .  i      i  *•        i    . 

Held  bad,  on     self,  prosccuting  and  defending  suits  and  pleas  for  their 
mumr,  for  not  clients  in  that  court,  ought,  by  an  ancient  and  laudable 
Tvcrifioition*'^  custom  from  time  immemorial  used  and  approved,  according  • 
by  the  record,     to  the  laws  and  customs  of  this  realm  and  the  liberties  and 

privileges  of  the  said  court  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  before 
the  Queen  herself,  to  be  free  and  exempt  from  being  com- 
pelled against  their  will,  and  have  not  nor  hath  any  or  either 
of  them  at  any  lime  or  times  whatsoever  hitherto  been  used 
or  accustomed  to  be  compelled,  to  answer  any  plea  or  plaint, 
in  any  action  personal,  (pleas  of  freehold,  felony,  and  appeals 
only  excepted),  before  any  justice  or  minister  of  our  Lady 
the  Queen,  or  other  judges  whomsoever,  in  any  court  what- 
soever, except  before  the  justices  of  our  said  Lady  the 
Queen,  of  the  said  court  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  before 
the  Queen  herself  at  Westminster  aforesaid :  that  the  said 
other  defendant,  Ingleby,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  was,  and  from  thence  hitherto  hath 
been  and  still  is,  one  of  the  attomies  of  the  said  court  of 
our  Lady  the  Queen,  before  the  Queen  herself,  at  West- 
minster aforesaid ;  and  hath  prosecuted  and  defended,  and 
still  doth  prosecute  and  defend,  divers  suits  and  pleas  in  the 


TRINiry   TERM^    11  VICT.  443 

same  court,  before  our  Lady  the  Queen,  for  divers  other  1848. 
li^e  subjects  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  as  their  attorney; 
that,  at  the  commencement  of  this  action,  he,  the  defendant 
Glover,  was  not,  nor  was  the  defendant  Ligleby,  nor  hath 
either  he,  the  defendant  Glover,  or  the  defendant  Ingleby, 
ever  been  an  attorney,  officer,  or  minister  of  the  said  court 
of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  before  the  Barons  of  her  Exche- 
quer, at  Westminster :  and  this  the  defendant  is  ready  to 
verify ;  wherefore  he  prays  judgment,  if  the  said  court  of 
our  Lady  the  Queen,  before  the  Barons  of  her  Exchequer, 
at  Westminster,  will  and  ought  to  take  cognisance  of  the 
said  plea. 

Replication,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  conmiencement  of 
this  action,  the  defendant  Glover  was  an  attorney,  officer, 
and  minister  of  the  said  court  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen, 
before  the  Barons  of  her  Exchequer,  at  Westminster;  and 
this  the  plaintiff  prays  may  be  inquired  of  by  the  coun- 
try, &C. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  cause,  that  the  replication 
ought  not  to  have  concluded  to  the  country,  but  with  a 
verification  by  the  record.    Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Martin,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  replication 
ought  to  have  concluded  with  a  verification  by  the  record. 
The  6  &  7  Vict,  c  73,  s.  2,  prohibits  any  person  from  act- 
ing as  an  attorney,  unless  admitted  and  enrolled.  The  pre- 
sent case  is  not  distinguishable  from  Foster  v.  Cole{a)y 
where,  on  demurrer  to  a  similar  replication,  the  Court  said, 
"  The  plaintiff  should  have  concluded  to  the  record,  for  no 
man  can  be  an  attorney  but  by  the  act  of  the  Court,  and 
that  act  must  appear  by  the  record;  for  we  will  not  go  to 
a  jury  to  inquire  into  our  own  act."  Barker  v.  Forrest  (b) 
is  an  authority  to  the  same  effect.  This  plea  is  according 
to  the  form  given  in  Chitty  on  Pleading  (c),  but  the  case  of 

(a)  1  Str.  76.  (b)  1  Str.  632.  (c)  Vol.  3,  p.  12. 

VOL.   n.  GO  EXCH« 
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1848.  Percwal  v.  Cooke  (a)  shews  that  the  plea  would  be  good, 
without  the  averment  that  the  defendant  is  not  an  attorney 
of  this  courtL  The  burthen  of  proof  is  therefore  on  the 
plaintiff,  and  he  mast  shewi  by  the  production  of  the  roU, 
thai  the  defendant  is  an  attorney  of  this  court.    [Plattj  B., 

fefared  to  Wayhtdv.  Fleetwood  {by] 

It  '        ' 

Cowhnfff  contr&. — The  replication  properly  concludes  to 

the  country.  In  the  Doctrina  Placitandi,  tit  **  Privilege," 
sec  4,  it  is  said,  '^  If  he  pleads  privilege  as  an  attorney,  he 
may  produce  his  writ  of  privilege  or  admission  upon  record, 
and  conclude  ^as  it  appears  by  the  record,*  and  then  the  de- 
fendant cannot  be  deemed  to  be  an  attorney:  Salk.  545, 
Skin.  582 ;  or  he  may  plead  it  without  producing  it,  and 
then  it  may  be  denied :  Salk.  545."  In  Bex  v.  Crossley  (c), 
which  was  an  indictment  against  an  attorney  for  perjury, 
Lord  Kenyan  ruled,  that  the  book  from  the  Master's  office, 
wherein  the  names  of  attomies  were  entered,  vfas  good  evi- 
dence to  prove  the  defendant  an  attorney.  So  in  SparUng 
v.  Haddon  (d),  which  was  an  action  for  libel  on  an  attorney, 
it  was  held,  that  the  stamp-office  certificate,  counterrigned 
by  a  Master  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  was  sufficient 
prim&  facie  evidence  of  the  fact  of  the  plaintiff  being  an  at- 
torney of  that  court.  Percival  v.  Cooke  only  decuded  that, 
where  a  defendant  pleads  his  privil^e  as  attorney,  he 
need  not  aver  that  he  is  not  an  attorney  of  the  court  in 
which  he  is  sued.  Here,  however,  though  both  defendants 
are  attomies  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  if  either  was 
an  attorney  of  this  court,  the  privilege  would  not  avail: 
Bastrick  v.  Beckwith{e).  It  would,  therefore,  seem  neces- 
sary to  aver  in  the  plea,  that  neither  of  the  defendants  was 
an  attorney  of  this  court  At  all  events,  if  the  plea  had 
omitted  that  allegation,  the  affirmative  must  have  been 

(a)  6  M.  &  W.  293.  (d)  9  Bing.  11. 

(b)  14  M.  &  W.  449.  {«)  7  M.  &  G.  905. 

(c)  2  Esp.  626. 
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stated  by  the  plaintiff  in  his  replication;  and  as  the  defend-  ^1848^ 
ant  has  chosen  to  anticipate  the  plaintiff's  answer,  the  lat- 
ter is  entitled  to  traverse  the  averment,  concluding  to  the 
country.  In  Dillon  v.  Harper  (a),  HoU,  C  J.,  says,  "The 
difference  is,  if  privilege  of  an  attorney  be  pleaded  with  a 
writ,  the  defendant  cannot  be  denied  to  be  an  attorney ;  if 
without,  he  may,  and  then  a  certiorari  shall  be  awarded  to 
certify  whether  he  be  an  attorney  or  not'*  The  law  is 
stated  in  similar  terms  in  Scawen  v.  Garrett  (b). 

Martin,  in  reply. — Scawen  v.  Garrett  conclusively  estab- 
lishes, that  an  attorney  may  plead  his  privilege  without  con- 
cluding **  prout  patet  per  recordum."  Walford  v.  Fketwood 
also  shews,  that  the  defendant  need  only  allege  and  prove 
that  he  is  an  attorney  of  the  other  court,  and  so  throw  up- 
on the  plaintiff  the  onus  of  proving  him  to  be  an  attorney 
of  this  court,  which  must  be  done  by  production  of  the  roll. 
The  meaning  of  the  passage  cited  from  the  Doctrina  Placi- 
tandi  is  this,  that  because  the  defendant  produces  to  the 
Court  their  own  record,  it  cannot  be  denied ;  but  if  he 
does  not  produce  it,  the  fact  of  his  being  such  attorney  may 
be  denied :  such  denial,  however,  must  be  verified  by  the 
record. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — The  cases  of  Rex  v.  CrossUy  and  Spar^ 
Unff  V.  Haidon  only  establish  this  proposition,  that  when 
there  is  occasion  to  prove  collaterally  that  a  person  is  an 
attorney,  the  fact  may  be  proved  in  any  way  in  which  it 
can  be  made  plain  to  the  jury.  It  is  like  proving  that  a 
party  is  employed  in  a  particular  capacity,  by  shewing 
that  he  performed  the  duties  belonging  to  it.  The  plain- 
tiff may  have  liberty  to  amend. 

Alderson,  B. — It  appearing  from  the  authorities,  that 

(a)  2  Salk.  545.  (5)  2  Ld.  Raym.  1172. 

o  o  2 
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the  D^^tJTe  averment  id  the  plea  is  immaterialt  the  por- 
tion of  the  parties  becomes  chaDged,  and  the  plaintiff  makes 
the  affirmative  allegation,  which  he  is  bound  to  prove  by 
the  roll 

RoLFB,  B.,  and  Platt,  B.,  concurred. 

Leave  to  the  pluntiff  to  amend;  otlierwiae 
Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


*V  81-  Vahlet  and  Others  v.  Leigh. 

Dabt  liM  OD  u  Debt.— The  declaration  stated,  that  the  pUintiffe,  before 
nut  for  p>j-  and  at  tiie  time  of  the  ccoamenccment  of  this  suit,  were,  and 
fradwld  nut  ^^  thence  hitherto  have  been,  and  etill  are,  overaeers  of 
^MgeJ  on  the  poor  of  the  township  of  Newton,  in  the  parish  of  Man- 
hud  CODTCjed  ,  .  ,  1      .  n  T  !■ 

in  ew.  Chester,  m  the  county  palatme  of  Liancaater,  according  to 

the  form  of  the  statutes  Ac;  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  &c., 
by  a  certain  deed  or  instrument  in  writing,  then  made  un- 
der and  by  virtue  of  and  according  to  the  provimons  of  a 
certain  act  of  Parliament,  passed  in  the  fifth  year  of  the 
r^gn  of  £ing  George  the  Fourth,  intituled  "  An  act  for 
confinning  certain  leases,  and  a  conveyance  in  fee  of  certiun 
plots  of  land,  allotted  by  an  act  made  in  the  forty-second 
year  of  the  reign  of  King  Geoi^  the  Third,  for  dividing, 
allotting,  and  inclosing  the  conunon  or  waste  situate  in 
the  manor  of  Newton,  in  the  county  palatine  of  Lancaster, 
to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  in  the  township  of  Newton, 
,bling  the  s^d  overseers  to  sell  and  convey  in  fee 
of  land,  all  formerly  part  of  the  said  waste,  for 
wn,  in  consideration  of  yearly  chief  or  ground 
reserved  fbr  the  same ;"  which  said  deed  or  in- 
sealed  with  the  respective  seals  of  W.  Banatt, 
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J.  Biggy  p.  Lancashire,  T.  LancaBhire,  J.  Wood,  W.  184& 
Howarthj  H.  Isherwood,  A.  Taylor,  and  the  defendant, 
the  plaintiffs  now  bring  here  into  court,  the  date  whereof 
18  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  the  said  W.  Barratt,  J.  Rigg, 
and  P.  Lancashire,  then  being  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of 
the  said  township  of  Newton,  at  the  request  and  by  the 
direction  of  the  said  H.  Isherwood,  T.  Lancashire,  J.  Wood, 
W.  Howarth,  and  A.  Taylor,  then  being  five  of  the  trus- 
tees acting  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  first  mentioned 
act  of  Parliament,  for  and  in  consideration  of  the  rents  and 
covenants  thereinafter  reserved  and  contained,  did  thereby, 
in  exercise  of  the  powers  or  directions  contained  in  the 
said  first  mentioned  act,  grant,  bargain,  sell,  and  convey 
unto  the  defendant,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  a  certain  plot, 
piece,  or  parcel  of  land,  with  the  appurtenances,  in  the  said 
deed  particularly  mentioned  and  described,  and  being  par- 
cel of  the  plot  or  parcels  of  land  mentioned  and  comprised 
in  the  schedule  to  the  said  first  mentioned  act  annexed,  to 
have  and  to  hold  the  said  premises,  with  the  appurten- 
ances, unto  and  to  the  use  of  him  the  defendant,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  for  ever ;  subject  nevertheless  to,  and  charged 
and  chargeable  with,  the  payment  for  ever  thereafter  to  the 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  township  of  Newton,  for 
the  time  being,  of  the  yearly  chief  or  ground  rent  of  27iL  1 9s., 
fiee  firom  all  taxes,  charges,  and  deductions,  payable  half- 
yearly,  on  the  24th  day  of  June  and  the  26th  day  of  De- 
cember in  every  year,  and  the  first  half-yearly  payment 
thereof  to  be  made  on  the  25th  day  of  December  then  next; 
and  also  subject  to  and  charged  with  such  powers  and  re- 
medies for  and  concerning  the  recovery  thereof  as  were 
contained  in  the  said  first-mentioned  act.  And  the  defend- 
ant, for  himself,  his  executors,  &c.,  did  thereby  covenant 
with  the  said  overseers  and  their  successors,  that  he  the  de- 
fendant, and  his  heirs  or  assigns,  should  and  would  at  all  times 
thereafter  duly  pay  to  the  said  overseers  and  their  succefr- 
sors  the  said  yearly  chief  or  ground  rent  of  27/.  19^.,  at  the 
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times  and  in  manner  aforesaid,  free  from  all  present  and  fiir 
ture  taxes,  charges,  rateei»  and  assessments  whatsoever,  (prout 
patet) ;  nevertheless,  the  plaintifis  in  fact  saj,  that  after  the 
making  of  the  said  deed,  and  whilst  the  plaantiffii  were  over- 
seers as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  24th  day  of  June,  a.  d. 
1847,  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  41/.  18<.  Id, 
of  the  said  yearly  chief  or  ground  rent,  for  one  year  and  the 
half  of  another  year  then  elapsed,  became  and  was  due  and 
payable  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  overseers  as 
aforesaid,  and  still  remains  in  arrear,  contrary  to  the  force 
and  effect  of  the  said  deed,  and  of  the  said  covenant  of  the 
defendant ;  whereby  an  action  hath  accrued  &c. 

Greneial  demurrer,  and  joinder. — The  defendanl^s  point 
was,  that  debt  will  not  lie  for  the  arrears  of  a  rent  in  fee. 


CowUnffy  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — Debt  will  not  lie 
under  the  eiroiuostances  stated  in  this  declaration.  It  is 
well  established,  that  at  conmion  law  debt  does  not  lie  to 
recover  the  arrears  of  an  annuity  or  freehold  rent  issuing 
out  of  land :  fFebb  v.  Jifffff  (a);  Kelly  v.  Chubbe  (ft).  Here 
the  conveyance  is  in  fee,  and  the  rent  is  reserved  in  fee. 
The  question  then  is,  whether  the  }ocal  act,  5  Gea  4,  e. 
oxxxv,  enables  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  this  action.  That  is 
an  act  for  confirming  certain  leases,  and  a  conveyance  in  fee 
of  certain  plotsof  land^  allotted  by  the  42  Geo.  8,  o.  cvii,  to 
the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  township  of  Newton.;  and 
after  redting  the  award  of  the  commissioners,  and  the  leases 
and  a  conveyance  in  fee,  and  also  that  doubts  had  been  en- 
tertained whether  they  were  valid,  the  17  th  section  (c)  em- 
powers the  overseers  to  convey  the  lots  sold  to  the  pur- 


(a)  4  M.  &  S.  113.     . 

(b)  3  B.  &  B.  130. 

(c)  Enacts,  '<  That  it  shall  and 
may  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  oYer- 
seen  of  the  poor  of  the  township 
of  Newton,  for  the  time  being,  and 
they  are  hereby  fully  authorised. 


empowered,  and  directed,  when- 
soever thereunto  called  upon  or 
requested  by  the  said  tmsteea  or 
any  five  or  more  of  them^  tognnt^ 
bargain,  sell,  and  convey,  the  fee- 
simple  and  inheritance  of  and  in 
all  and  every  or  any  of  the  aeve- 
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chasen  in  fee-simple,  wheoeyeroaUediipoii  by  thetru0toe0i 
and  ^vea  a  fonn  of  conveyance  containing  a  covenant  similar 
to  that  set  forth  in  the  declaration.  The  remfidieaforthe  re^ 
covery  of  the  rent  are  prescribed  by.  thq  1 9th  &  2Qlh  aeotioa^ 
the  former  of  which  authorises  the  overseers  to  distrain  in 
case  any  of  the  rents  shall  be  in  arrear  for  twef^ty  d|Qrs»  and 
the  latter  empowers  them  to  enter  and  take  possession,  in 
case  the  rents  shall  be  in  arrear  for  forty  days.  The  legift- 
latore  has  expressly  provided. those  remedies  in  .<»rder  to 
obviate  the  difficulty  ariong  from  the  rule  of  the  common 
law,  in  respect  of  freehold  rents. 


IMS. 

Vablbt 
Lbiob. 


Cramptan,  contriL^— Firsts  debt  lies  on  this  covenant  at 
common  law.  As  a  general  rule,  debt  may  be  maintained 
on  every  covenant  for  the  payment  of  a  sum  certain  at  a 
lime  certain.  It  is  conceded  that  debt  will  not  lie  for  the 
recovery  of  a  freehold  rent  by  a  mere  pernor  of  the  profits, 
but  where  a  rent  is  granted  by  deed  containing  an  expieas 
covenant  for  payment,  debt  is  sustainable  on  such  contract 
In  fFM  V.  Jipffs  there  was  no  covenant  for  payment  of  the 
annuity,  either  express  or  implied,  and  consequently  no  pri- 
vity of  contract  between  the  parties.    Keify  v.  Chubbe  was 


xal  plots  or  parcels  of  land  men- 
tioned and  comprised  in  the  scbe* 
dule  to  this  act  annexed,  or  any 
part  or  parts  thereof^  to  the  per- 
son or  persons  with  whom  the 
said  trustees  sliall  have  so  pre- 
▼ioudy  contracted  and  agreed  to 
sell  the  same  as  aforesaid,  and  his, 
her,  or  their  respective  heirs  and 
assigns  for  ever,  or  as  he,  she,  or 
they  might  direct  or  appoint,  sub' 
jeot  to  and  charged  and  charge- 
able with  the  payment  to  the  said 
oyerseersand  their  successors,  for 
ever  thereafter,  of  snch  yearly 
chief  rent  or  chief  rents,  ground 
rent  or  ground  rents,  for  or  in  re- 


spect of  the  same,  as  the  said  trus- 
tees shall  haye  contracted  for  or 
agreed  upon  in  that  behalf,  and 
with  such  powers  and  remedies 
for  the  reooyery  thereof  when  in 
arrear,  as  are  hereinafter  con« 
tained,  and  also  subject  to  such 
covenants,  clauses,  conditions^  re- 
straints, and  regulations  as  the 
said  trustees  shall  think  fit  to 
impose  on  such  respectiye  pur- 
chaser or  purchasers  and  his, 
her,  and  their  heirs  and  assignfl^ 
which  conveyances  may  be  made 
in  the  form  or  to  the  effect  fol- 
lowing," &c. 
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1848.  also  the  case  of  a  mere  grant  of  a  rent-<2hai:ge.  Seoondlj, 
debt  will  lie  upon  the  statute;  for  it  not  only  renders  the 
purchaser  of  the  fee-simple  liable  to  the  rent,  but  creates  a 
privity  between  the  parties,  by  means  of  an  express  coven- 
ant Thirdly,  debt  lies,  the  3  &4  WilL 4,  c.  27,  s.  36,  hav- 
ing abolished  real  actions.  The  reason  why  debt  did  not 
lie  for  the  recovery  of  a  rent  in  fee  was,  that  the  law  would 
not  suffer  a  real  injury  to  be  remedied  by  an  action  merely 
personal.  That  reason,  however,  no  longer  exists,  and  real 
actions  being  at  an  end,  the  remedy  by  debt  necessarily 
arises* 

Pollock,  C.  B. — We  are  all  (a)  of  opinion  that  debt 
will  lie.  I  should  be  prepared  to  adopt,  if  necessary,  the 
reasoning  that,  now  there  is  no  remedy  by  action  real  for 
the  recovery  of  a  rent  in  fee,  there  ought  to  be  a  remedy 
by  action  of  debt.  But  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  inas- 
much as  there  is  an  express  covenant  by  the  defendant  to 
pay  the  rent  to  the  plaintiffs,  debt  will  lie  for  its  recoveiy. 

BoLFE,  B. — I  concur  in  thinking  that  our  judgment  ought 
to  be  for  the  plaintiffs ;  but  I  wish  to  guard  against  being 
considered  as  having  expressed  an  opinion  that  debt  will  lie 
in  consequence  of  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  s.  36,  having 
abolished  actions  real.  Such  reasoning  is  far  from  satisfac- 
tory to  my  mind.  Formerly  the  owner  of  a  rent-seek  had 
no  remedy  for  the  recovery  of  the  rent. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff, 
(a)  PcUocky  C.  B.,  Alderswiy  B.,  Rolfe^  B.,  PlaU^  B. 
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Jones  o.  Sbqth.  jtm^  10. 

V^  ASK — The  declaration  stated,  that  the  defendant  was  An  nndertak- 

the  owner  of  a  stage-coach  for  the  conveyance  of  persons  tSi?e?id«ice  * 

£rom  A.  to  B.,  and  that  the  plaintifF  was  an  outside  pa&-  of  •omemitter 

in  usne,  anting 

senger  on  the  siud  coach;  and  that,  by  the  defendant's  in  a  particular 

negligent  drivingof  the  samcy  the  phuntifTs  arm  had  been  in-  fi^  bj  ^dence 

jured.    It  alleged,  by  way  of  special  damage,  that  the  phun-  JJJJJJ5  ^^^ 

tiff  was  not  able  to  pursue  his  profession  of  an  attorney  at  t'cv  ^pon  tha 

,         _  ,  ^  _  amonnt  of  da- 

Dolgelley  in  Merionethshire.     The  defendant  pleaded  the  mages, 

general  issue.    The  venue  had  been  changed  from  Middlesex  anaction^for"^ 

to  Merionethshire,  and  had  been  brought  back  to  Middlesex,  ?«8:M««»t  dn?- 

iipon  the  plaintiff's  undertaking  ''to  give  material  evidence  tha plaintiff  was 

of  some  matter  in  issue  in  Middlesex."    At  the  trial,  before  HvSrered  loss  in 

Parke,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  sittings  in  the  present  term,  ^^^^^^ 

the  only  evidence  given  by  the  plaintiff  in  support  of  that  -^'W,  that  the 

undertaking  was  the  production  of  the  roll  of  attomies  at  the  roll  of 

Westminster,  on  which  the  plaintiff's  name  appeared.     It  Westminster 

was  objected  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  that  this  was  not  «>«»t«i^  the 

,  ^  .  name  of  the 

sufficient,  but  the  learned  judge  ruled  that  it  was,  and  a  plaintiff,  satis- 

verdict  passed  for  the  plaintiff,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  taking  to  giTe* 

defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  d^oe^that 


county. 


Martin  now  moved  accordingly. — The  undertaking  given 
by  the  plaintiff  was  not  satisfied.  It  would  be  sufficient  to 
prove  that  the  plaintiff  carried  on  business  as  an  attorney, 
to  enable  him  to  recover  in  the  present  action,  and  the  pro- 
duction of  the  roll  was  unnecessary.  This  matter  was  not 
a  ''  matter  in  issue."  The  allegation  of  special  damage  in 
the  declaration  makes  no  difference.  [Parke,  B.,  referred  to 
Clark  V.  Dunsford  (a).]     In  that  case  the  evidence  offered 

(a)  2C.  B.  724. 
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1848.  ^  did  support  a  matter  in  issue.  The  question  arose  upon  the 
general  issue.  In  the  case  of  Greenaway  v.  Titchmarsh  (a), 
the  undertaking  was  to  give  material  evidence  in  the  county 
to  which  the  venue  had  been  brought  back.  The  rule  here 
is,  to  give  evidence  of  some  matter  in  issue.  The  plaintiff 
is  confined  to  his  undertaking.  [Polkck,  C.  B. — The  whole 
question  in  the  present  case  might  depend  upon  theamountof 
damages  sustained  hj  the  plaintiff  by  the  loss  of  his  buoneas 
as  an  attorney.  I  do  not  see  how  the  proof  of  his  being 
an  attorney,  by  the  production  of  the  roll,  can  be  shut  oul^ 
even  if  you  were  able  to  shew  by  some  other  evidence  that 
he  is  an  attorney.  Parke,  B. — His  clients  might  say  they 
were  not  bound  to  pay  him  unless  he  was  in  reality  an 
attorney;  tiiat  is  a  matter,  therefore,  which  directly  affects 
the  quantum  of  damages.  The  evidence  offered  was  conse- 
quently material  evidence  of  a  matter  which  was  in  issue, 
and  the  plaintiff's  undertaking  in  that  respect  was  satis- 
fied.] 

Per  Curiam  (J). 

Bule  refused. 

(a)  7  M.  &  W.  221. 
{h)  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Parke,  B.,  Aldersan,  B.,  Rolfe,  B. 
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Adams  v.  Sir  Thomas  Frebiantle,  Bart.^  and  June  6,  7« 

Others. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  trespass,  for  seizing  a  vessel  called  a  Yesael  having 

"  The  Black  Cat."     The  vessel  in  question  had  been  seized  LmB*oii  board 

in  the  port  of  London  by  the  defendants,  who  were  officers  ^  '^^^ 

of  customs,  under  the  Foreign  Enlistment  Act,  (59  Geo.  3,  London  by  the 

c  69),  for  having  a  quantity  of  arms  on  board.     The  ship  officers  of  ens. 

and  everything  on  board  had  been  restored  to  the  plidntiff  2teJjra^iTn- 

before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  no  proceedings  to  ^**^°*"J 

condemnation  having  been  taken.  action  of  tres- 

pass haTing 
been  brought 

The  Attomey-Cfeneral  (June  6)  moved,  that  the.  cause  SJSJfts*fo/*' 
be  removed  from  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  into  this  *J*^  "fizure,  in 

the  Court  of 
Court.  Common  Pleas, 

a  rule  was 
made  absolate 

Greenwood  shewed  cause. — There  are  three  objections  to  |j  ***®  first  in- 

'f  stance,  on  the 

the  present  application: — First,  it  ought  to  be  shewn  upon  suggestion  of 
affidavit,  that  the  revenue  of  the  Crown  is  in  some  way  General,  and 
called  in  dispute  in  this  action ;  secondly,  in  point  of  fact,  ^^^  to  remove 
this  is  a  matter  which  cannot  affect  the  revenue ;  and  thirdly,  *J?  ojmc  into 

^     this  Court. 

as  the  vessel  has  been  restored,  it  is  a  simple  action  of  tres- 
pass, not  against  the  Crown,  but  against  the  parties  engaged 
in  seizing  the  vessel. 

First,  there  ought  to  be  an  affidavit.  The  rule  is  laid  down 
in  Manning's  Exchequer  Practice,  p.  194,  that  ''where 
the  state  of  the  pleadings  sufficiently  discloses  the  question 
intended  to  be  raised,  no  affidavit  in  support  of  a  motion  to 
remove  the  proceedings  seems  to  be  necessary.  In  other 
cases  an  affidavit  is  required,  from  which  it  must  appear 
that  the  matters  in  dispute  relate  to  the  revenue."  Thus, 
in  The  Attorney ~  General  v.  HaUett{a\  in  which  the  plead- 

(a)  16  M.  &  W.  97. 
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1848.  ings  were  special,  Piatt,  B.,  says,  "  It  appears  to  me  to  be 
Adams  dear,  from  the  pleadings  in  this  case,  that  the  motion  of  the 
FftBM ANTLi.  -^tto™ey-General  ought  to  be  successftiL  We  find,  upon 
the  pleadings  in  the  fourth  plea,  a  direct  assertion  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  of  the  right  of  the  Crown,  and  a  jus- 
tification by  him,  under  that  right,  of  the  acts  which  he  is 
called  upon  to  answer."  In  Be  Kingsman  8f  Herd  (a),  where 
the  matter  did  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings, 
an  afiidavit  was  used.  So,  in  The  Attorney-General  v.  Kvng- 
Stan  (b)y  there  arose  a  discussion  whether  or  not  the  affi« 
davit  was  properly  intituled.  Beningfield  y.  Stratford  (c) 
may  also  be  referred  to.  [Parke,  B. — It  is  desirable  that 
the  precedents  should  be  inspected,  to  see  what  the  practice 
in  this  respect  has  been.  We  certainly  always  give  credit 
to  the' Attorney-General ;  for  instance,  we  grant  a  trial  at 
bar  without  an  affidavit] 

[The  Attorney- General  stated,  that  he  was  prepared  with 
an  affidavit ;  but  that,  as  he  was  unwilling  to  waive  the 
privilege  of  the  Crown  by  using  it,  he  would  give  directions 
for  the  difierent  orders  that  had  been  granted  by  this 
Court  to  be  examined,  and  that  the  result  should  be  re- 
ported to  the  Court.] 

Secondly,  the  revenue  is  not  in  any  way  affected  by  this 
action.  The  cases  of  BerehoU  v.  Candy  (d)  and  Bishop  v. 
ffarn^(e)arein  point.  [Piatt,  B. — Surely  the  seizure  of  a 
vessel,  for  a  breach  of  the  laws  relating  to  the  customs, 
is  a  matter  which  relates  to  the  revenue  of  the  Crown. 
The  act  in  question,  the  69  Geo.  3,  c  69,  s.  7,  em- 
braces the  Customs  Act,  for  the  purposes  of  seizure  and 
for  prosecution.]  The  vessel  here  has  been  restored. 
[Parhe,  B. — Suppose  a  maltster  brings  an  action  of  trespass 
against  an  officer  of  excise  for  seizing  his  malt,  and  the 
Conunissioners  of  Excise,  from  respect  to  the  plaintiff^s 

(a)  1  Price,  206.  (J)  Bunbury,  34. 

{b)  8  M.  &  W.  163.  (e)  Hard.  Id3. 

(c)  8  Price,  684. 
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character,  were  to  restore  the  malt  to  him,  that  circumstance        1848. 
would  not  affect  the  right  of  the  Crown  to  remove  the       adams 
cause.     In  the  case  of  Banks  ▼.  Bennett  (a),  there  had  been   y^„^^OTLE. 
a  pardon  of  the  duties,  and  it  was  therefore  contended  that 
the  case  was  at  an  end ;  but  the  Court  said  that  the  parties 
ought  to  prosecute  their  suit  in  this  Court,  because  that 
matter  could  not  appear  without  an  examination  of  the 
whole  matter.] 

The  Attamey-Creneral,  contr^  was  not  called  upon. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — ^We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  rule 
must  be  absolute. 

Parke,  B. — This  is  a  matter  which  in  reality  affects 
the  Queen's  revenue ;  because  tiie  ship,  when  it  was  engaged 
in  the  unlawful  transaction,  became  forfeited  to  and  part  of 
the  revenue  of  the  Crown.     If,  upon  information,  it  had 
been  decided  not  to  be  forfeited,  tiie  case  of  Bereholi  v.  Candy 
would  have  applied.     Suppose  the  Crown,  as  a  matter  of 
grace  and  favour,  gives  up  the  vessel,  still  the  question, 
whether  it  was  part  of  the  revenue  or  not,  is  a  question 
purely  cognisable  in  this  court.     In  the  case  I  suggested, 
of  the  Commissioners  of  Excise,   through  favour  to   a 
tradesman  who  has  the  reputation  for  honesty,  giving 
up  to  him  part  of  tiie  malt  which  had  been  seized,  if  he 
chooses  afterwards  to  bring  an  action  against  the  officers  of 
excise  for  the  seizure,  that  action  is  cognisable  in  this 
court. 

BoLFE,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  the  fact 
of  the  Crown  having  restored  the  vessel  to  the  plaintiff  is 
no  more  than  if  the  vessel  had  been  given  to  a  third  party. 

(a)  Hard.  103. 
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1848.        If  that  had  been  done,  the  questioii  would  not  have  been 
Adams       aflSscted  by  the  proceeding. 


V, 

Frimantli. 


Platt,  B.^  concurred. 

Bide  absolute. 

7%e  Attorney^General  now  (June  7)  stated  to  the  Court, 
that  a  search  had  been  made  from  the  year  1704,  and  that 
in  all  the  cases,  except  that  of  Cawthome  y.  Campbell  {a\ 
there  had  been  aflSdavits  used ;  but  that,  in  the  latter  case, 
the  application  had  been  made  upon  the  suggestion  alone  of 
the  Attorney-General. 

Per  Curiam  (b), — ^We  think  that  an  affidavit  is  not  ne- 
cessary in  thiB  case,  but  that  the  order  may  be  drawn  up 
upon  the  suggestion  of  the  Attomey-GeneraL  The  case  of 
Cawthome  v.  Campbell  is  an  authority  against  tiie  necessity 
for  an  affidavit,  and  is  opposed  to  tiie  other  cases.  In  that 
case  there  was  no  affidavit,  and  the  existence  of  affidavits 
in  the  others  does  not  necessarily  lead  to  the  oonducdon 
that  they  are  requisite. 

(a)  1  Anst.  205,  n. 
(c)  Pollock^  C.  B.,  AlderaoH,  B.,  Rolfoy  B,  and  Pkstt,  B. 
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D0DO8ON,  Public  Officer,  v.  Scott,  Public  Officer.  •^•«««  16. 

{Cor.  Pabxe,  B.) 

XN  this  case  a  rule  had  been  obtained  on  behalf  of  the  Althongh,  u  a 
pLuntiff,  one  of  the  public  officers  of  the  Whitehaven  Bank,  f^iication ' 
callmg  upon  one  John  Brooke  to  shew  cause  why  an  execu-  "efe^T^maie- 
tion  upon  a  scire  facias  should  not  issue  against  him,  on  rial*  cannot  be 

,      repeated  upon 

a  judgment  recovered  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  public  amended  mate- 
officer  of  the  Newcastle  Joint-stock  Banking  Company,  the  ^^  ^j^^^ 
said  John  Brooke  having  been  a  member  of  that  company  ^  J^triyto- 
at  the  time  the  contract  was  entered  into,  but  having  ceased  titoled,  or  have 

a  defect  in  the 

to  be  SO  at  the  time  the  judgment  was  recovered.  jurat;  yet, 

Agunst  this  rule  cause  was  shewn  (June  15)  by  Wiat-  JroJWjire* 
son,  aeasbyy  and  WUks.  SJiST^- 

▼ered  against 

The  Attamey^General  and  Martin  were  heard  in  support  oerof  a  joint- 

f  •.  itock  bulking 

^^***  company,  had 

Cur.  adv.  vult        ^^^^  obtained 

against  a  former 
member  of  the 

Pabke,  B.,  now  (June  16)  delivered  his  judgment. —  th"?^So.  4, 
This  case,  which  was  argued  before  me  yesterday,  I  cannot  ^^^  ^^had 
help  regretting  that  I  should  be  called  upon  to  decide,  as  it  been  afterwards 

enlarged,  and 
was  finally 
abandoned  on  payment  of  the  ooets  by  the  plaintiff,  the  plaintiff  was  held  not  to  be  precluded 
bom  coming  again  to  the  Court,  for  leaTC  to  issue  such  scire  facias : — SembU,  that  the  general 
nde,  that  a  matter  cannot  be  agitated  twice,  does  not  apply  to  the  case  of  an  application  to 
isBiie  a  scire  fibdas  upon  fresh  materials. 

The  class  of  persons  intended  by  the  words,  the  persons  **/or  the  fifne  being t**  in  the  13th 
section  of  tiie  Stat.  7  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  are  those  persons  who,  at  the  time  the  execution  issued, 
were  members  of  tiie  banking  company.  In  proceeding,  therefore,  under  that  section,  the 
proper  course  for  a  plaintiff,  who  has  recovered  judgment  against  the  public  officer  of  such  com- 
psny,  to  pursue,  is  in  the  first  instance  to  issue  writs  against  those  persons  who  are  at  that 
tinu  members  of  the  company ;  but  the  plaintiff  may  proceed  against  the  other  classes  which 
the  statute  renders  liable,  in  case  he  can  satisfy  the  Court,  with  a  reasonable  degree  of  certainty, 
that  the  execution  previously  issued  would  be  ineffectual. 

TluMe  persons  who  become  members  of  a  Joint-stock  company  after  the  contract  sued  upon 
wtt  complete,  and  have  ceased  to  be  so  before  the  judgment  was  obtained  against  the  pnolio 
oftoer,  are  not  sulqeet  to  any  liability  under  the  act. 

It  is  no  answer  to  a  motion  for  leave  to  issue  a  scire  facias,  upon  a  judgment  recovered  against 
the  public  officer  of  a  joint-stock  banking  company,  against  a  person  who  was  a  member  at  the 
time  that  the  contract  was  entered  into  in  respect  of  which  the  judgment  has  been  recovered, 
that  such  judgment  was  fraudulently  concocted ;  such  defence  must  be  raised  by  plea,  or  form 
tiie  subject-matter  of  an  application  to  set  aside  the  proceedings  as  flrandnlent. 
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1848.  18  one  which  inyolves  a  very  important  rule  of  practice,  and 
DoDosoN  also  some  important  questions  of  law  arising  on  the  con- 
ScoTT.  struction  of  the  statute  upon  which  the  matter  depends. 
However,  it  became  impossible  to  dispose  of  the  matter  be- 
fore the  fiill  court,  and  I  have  now  to  pronounce  my  ded- 
sion  upon  the  question  which  comes  before  me,  which  I  am 
happy  to  be  able  to  do  with  the  assistance  of  the  Court 
upon  the  principal  point,  all  of  them  concurring  with  me  in 
opinion,  that  no  rule  of  practice  prevents  me  from  enter- 
taining this  application.  With  regard  to  the  other  parts  of 
the  case,  I  shall  pronounce  my  opinion  according  to  the 
best  judgment  I  can  form  upon  it. 

The  principal  point  is,  whether  it  is  now  competent  for 
me  to  entertain  this  application.  Upon  this  I  have  had  the 
assistance  of  the  other  judges  of  this  Court,  and  I  have  also 
conferred  with  some  of  the  judges  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench.  This  is  an  application  imder  the  stat.  7  Grea  4, 
c  46,  s.  13,  for  permission  to  issue  a  scire  fiicias  against  Mr. 
Brooke,  who  is  alleged  to  have  been  a  member  of  the  bank- 
ing company,  here  sued  in  the  name  of  their  public  officer, 
at  the  time  the  contract  sued  upon  was  entered  into  by  that 
company  with  the  plaintiff.  Several  objections  were  taken 
to  the  plaintiff's  right  to  this  rule,  one  of  which  was  disposed 
of  in  the  course  of  the  argument;  namely,  that  the  judgment 
was  a  judgment  which  was  fraudulently  concocted  to  the 
prejudice  of  the  proprietors  in  the  joint-stock  bank.  If 
there  is  anything  in  the  objection,  there  is  no  doubt  the  de- 
fendant must  avail  himself  of  it,  either  in  the  form  of  a  plea 
to  this  scire  facias,  or  in  the  form  of  an  application,  specifi- 
cally for  the  purpose  of  setting  aside  the  proceedings  as 
fraudulent;  and  I  have  now,  therefore,  to  address  my  atten- 
tion only  to  two  other  points  which  were  moved  before  me. 
The  first  of  these,  then,  is,  is  it  competent  for  me  to  enter- 
tain this  application  at  all,  the  objection  being,  that  it  has 
been  already  disposed  of  in  such  a  way  as,  according  to  the 
established  practice  of  this  Court,  to  preclude  any  further  in- 


TRINITY  TERM,   11  VICT.  469 

quiiy  P  Several  cases  were  cited  to  shew  to  what  extent  the  18^* 
Courts  had  gone  in  laying  down  the  rule,  that  after  an  ap- 
plication to  them  has  been  made,  and  has  failed  on  account 
of  defective  materials,  thej  will  not  allow  any  further  in-^ 
quiiy.  There  is  no  doubt  that  such  is  the  established  prac- 
tice of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  as  appears  from  the 
cases  which  have  been  cited;  and  I  presume  it  to  be  the 
practice  of  the  other  courts  also.  That  practice  appears 
not  to  have  been  first  adopted,  but  sanctioned,  by  a  rule  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  of  Hilary  Term,  3  Jac  1,  by  which 
it  was  made  highly  penal,  if  a  matter  had  been  disposed  of 
in  the  presence  of  both  parties,  to  agitate  the  same  matter 
again,  and  that  upon  the  principle,  that  where  there  had 
been  a  judgment  upon  the  case,  it  was  conducive  to  the  due 
administration  of  justice  that  the  matter  should  not  again 
be  agitated.  Now  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  courts 
have  gone  beyond  that  part  of  the  rule  which  requires  the 
matter  to  have  been  disposed  of  in  the  presence  of  the 
counsel  of  both  parties,  because  they  have  held  a  party 
equally  bound  where  the  rule  which  he  has  obtained  was 
discharged,  although  he  himself,  the  counsel  for  the  party 
obtaining  the  rule,  was  never  heard.  Many  cases  were 
cited  as  having  been  recently  disposed  of  in  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bendi  on  the  general  principle  I  have  stated: 
Reg.  V.  Orde  (a),  Reg.  v.  Manchester  mid  Leeds  Raiboag 
Company  {b),  Reg.  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Barton  (c),  Reg.  v. 
PicUes  (d),  and  Reg.  v.  Great  Western  Railway  Company  {e\ 
in  all  of  which  the  rule  was  recognised,  that  if  there  has  been 
an  application  to  the  Court,  and  the  matter  has  been  dis- 
posed of  by  the  Court,  the  parties  will  not  be  allowed  to 
re-a^tate  the  same  matter.  An  exception  indeed  exists 
in  eases  where  the  affidavits  have  been  wrongly  intituledj 


(a)  8  Ad.  &  E.  420,  n.  {d)  12  L.  J.,  Q.  B.,  40. 

\b)  Ibid.  419.  (e)  6  Q.  B.  697. 

(c)  9Dowl.  P.O.  1021. 

VOL.  U.  H  H  EXCH. 
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^848.^  or  there  has  been  a  defect  in  the  jurat  None  of  these  eases 
go  the  length  of  saying,  that  under  no  circumstanoes  can 
the  party  make  an  application  to  the  Court  on  fresh  ma- 
terials, nor  do  I  understand  that  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  has  so  decided.  To  that  question,  however,  it  will 
not  be  necessary  further  to  advert  in  the  present  case, 
because  it  does  not  appear  upon  these  afiBdavits  that  any 
fresh  materials  have  been  obtained;  and  therefore  the  ques- 
tion will  turn  upon  quite  a  different  point,  upon  which  I 
am  to  pronounce  my  judgment,  and  in  which  the  rest  of 
the  Court  concur.  Most  of  the  cases  which  have  been 
cited  are,  it  is  to  be  observed,  cases  in  which  the  matter  is 
determined  finally  by  the  decision  of  the  Court  Every 
one  of  them,  indeed,  is  of  that  description,  except  the  case 
of  Rex  v.*  Bowditch  (a),  in  which  there  was  an  applica- 
tion made  for  a  criminal  information,  which  was  refused  on 
the  ground  of  there  not  being  sufficient  evidence  of  the 
defendant's  handwriting;  and  the  Court,  upon  a  subsequent 
application,  would  not  allow  the  plaintiff  to  amend  the  case 
by  produdbg  affidavits  to  the  handwriting  of  the  defendant 
That  decision  went  simply  updn  the  ground,  that  a  cri- 
minal information  was  an  extraordinary  remedy,  and  that, 
a  party  having  taken  his  chance  once,  there  was  no  rea- 
son why  he  should  have  a  remedy  given  him  on  a  second 
application,  the  law  being  open  to  him  to  proceed  by  way 
of  indictment 

In  the  present  case,  the  first  question  is,  whether  the 
same  rule  applies  to  a  case  in  which  the  plaintiff,  hav- 
ing obtained  a  rule,  afterwards  diooses  to  abandon  it  A 
rule  was  obtained  on  the  29th  of  May,  1847,  for  leave  to 
issue  a  scire  facias  against  Mr.  Brooke  upon  such  affidavits 
as  were  then  prepared.  The  rule  was  enlarged,  no  cause 
was  shewn  in  the  course  of  Trinity  Term,  and  it  was  then 
further  enlarged  to  shew  cause  in  Michaelmas  Term.     In 

(a)  2  Chit.  Rep.  278. 
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the  meantime,  on  the  7th  January,  1848,  the  plaintiff  gave        1848. 
notice  of  his  intention  to  abandon  the  rule,  and  pay  the      dodgbok 
taxed  costs  of  it,  which  offer  was  accepted  and  those  costs       ^  *- 
paid.    Must,  then,  the  matter  be  considered  as  having  been 
finally  disposed  of  by  the  Court?  for  if  it  has,  and  the 
plaintiff's  application  is  to  be  understood  as  having  been 
once  refused,  it  will  become  necessary  to  consider  the  next 
question,  namely,  whether  this  case  forms  an  exception  to 
the  general  rule  whidi  prohibits  the  moving  the  same  matter 
a  second  time.     As  to  this  latter  point,  I  am  by  no  means 
prepared  to  say  that  it  does  not;    and  in  this  the  rest  of 
the  Court  concur  with  me,  without,  however,  meaning  to 
give  a  binding  decision  upon  the  point ;  for  we  feel  a  diffi- 
culty in  applying  the  same  strict  rule  to  an  application  for 
a  writ,  which  is  required  by  statute,  and  which  is  given  in 
lieu  of  an  action.     There  is  no  doubt  that,  if  the  plaintiff 
had  issued  a  scire  fiicias  against  one  or  more  members,  or 
several  writs  of  scire  facias,  (supposing  it  to  be  competent 
for  him  to  do  so),  in  the  first  instance  against  those  who 

were  the  parties  ''  for  the  time  being,"  if  he  had  been  non- 

SQited  in  one  of  those  actions  of  scire  facias,  he  would  have 

been  at  liberty,  and  without  leave  of  the  Court,  to  proceed 

again  by  a  second  scire  facias,  and  so  on,  toties  quoties, 

until  the  proceeding  had  been  determined  by  a  verdict  for 

the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant.     And  this  being  an  applica- 
tion to  the  equitable  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  to  have  a 

remedy  against  a  second  class  of  persons,  it  would  be  difficult 

to  say  that  the  Court  should  be  so  bound  up  by  any  rule,  as 

that  they  would  not  permit  a  second  application  to  be  made, 

or  a  second  scire  facias  to  issue,  in  case  the  first  had  failed ; 

but  I  agree,  that  in  such  a  case  it  would  be  proper  that  the 

party  applying  a  second  time  to  the  Court  for  permission, 

Bkould  lay  before  it  some  ground  why  he  had  failed  upon 

the  first,  and  shew  some  good  reason  why  he  should  apply 

to  the  Court  a  second  time,  to  make  the  defendant  liable  to 

a  sdre  fadas.     I  have  before  observed,  that  upon  looking 

hh2 


DonawN 
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through  the  affidavits  there  is  no  explanation  why  the  fint 
eare  facias  was  abandoned;  and  do  new  facts  are  said 
to  have  been  discovered  hj  tlie  phiintiff,  to  justJfj  lum  in 
making  a  second  application  to  the  Court.  There  is  do  affi- 
davit, that  at  the  first  time  the  iipplication  was  made  they 
had  made  what  tliey  thought  a  sufficient  inquiry,  but  that 
nnc^  on  F"R^l""g  further  inquiry,  they  had  discovered  clear 
evidence  of  the  insolvency  of  some  of  the  parties,  whereon 
to  justify  the  application  to  the  Court  on  new  facts.  The 
affidavits  do  not  contain  a  word  of  that.  All  I  know  upon 
the  affidavits  is,  that  in  the  first  instance  the  plaintifi*  ob- 
tained a  rule,  and  afterwards,  for  some  defect  or  other  in 
the  affidavits  (what  it  was  does  not  appear),  he  has  agiun 
applied  to  the  Court 

The  question  here  then  is,  whether,  umply  becauae  the 
j^aintiff  has  obtiuned  a  rule  and  abandoned  it,  under  the  dr- 
cumstances  here  stated,  he  is  to  be  considered  as  bound  in  the 
Bame  way  in  which  he  would  be  bound  by  a  dedaion  of  the 
Court,  on  the  case  coming  before  it  and  being  disposed  of. 
This  depends  entirely  upon  what  the  effect  ie  of  the  pluntiff 
withdrawing  his  application.  On  the  ytb  of  January,  1848, 
this  rule  baviog  been  twice  enlaiged,  the  plaintiff  gave  the  foi- 
bwiog  notice  to  Mr.  Brooke : — "  Take  notice,  that  the  plain- 
tiff hereby  abandons  the  rule  nisi,  made  in  this  cause  on  ihe 
29th  of  May  last,  whereby  it  is  ordered,  that  John  Brooke 
therein  named  shew  cause,  on  Friday  the  4th  of  Jmie 
next,  why  a  writ  of  sdre  fatuas  on  the  judgment  obtained 
by  the  phuntaff  id  this  cause  should  not  issue  agunst  him, 
as  a  member  of  the  Newcastle  Joint-stock  Banking  Com- 
pany ;  and  the  plaintiff  in  like  manner  abandons  the  rules 
eubsequendy  made  for  enlaiging  the  said  rule  of  the  29th 
"  ""ilay  last ;  and  the  plaintiff  hereby  offers  to  pay  aoy  coats 
ch  may  have  been  properly  incurred  in  consequence  of 
Baid  rule,  to  be  taxed  by  the  Master."  To  that  propo- 
Mr.  Brooke  accedes,  and  the  costs  of  these  proceedings 
taJced  and  pud  accordingly ;  and  the  question  really  is. 
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what  18  the  bargain  between  the  parties.  Is  it  a  bargain  1848. 
that  they  should  be  placed  in  precisely  the  same  situation  as 
if  the  rule  had  been  brought  on  and  disposed  of  by  the 
Courts  or  is  it  an  offer  merely  to  withdraw  the  writ,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  should  stand  in  the  same  situation  as  if  that 
writ  had  not  issued  at  all  ?  If  the  latter  construction  is  to 
prevail,  and  the  party  is  to  be  in  the  same  situation  as  if 
the  rule  had  been  disposed  of  by  the  Court,  then  I  think  the 
plaintiff  must  fail  in  this  application,  for  the  reasons  I  have 
mentioned;  namely,  that  he  has  not  shewn  any  satisfactory 
ground,  upon  his  affidavit,  why  this  case  is  different  now 
from  what  it  was  on  the  29th  of  May,  1847,  at  the  time 
be  first  made  the  application.  But  if  the  meaning  is  this — 
<'I  will  agree  to  withdraw  what  I  have  already  obtained, 
and  to  stand  in  the  same  situation  as  if  the  rule  is  not 
issued,  and  will  now  at  once  offer  to  pay  you  the  costs  of 
that  rule ;  but  if  you  choose  to  go  on,  then  the  matter  must 
be  tried  in  court,  and  you  must  take  your  chance  of  suc- 
ceeding or  not ;  but  I  make  the  offer  to  you  to  abandon  my 
application  altogether,  if  you  will  consent  to  receive  the 
taxed  costs  of  it;"  then  the  plaintiff  will  be  at  liberty  to 
renew  the  application.  It  is  really  a  mere  question  of  con- 
struction upon  the  agreement  between  the  parties;  and, 
having  conferred  with  my  brother  judges  upon  that  subject, 
we  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  real  meaning  of  the  contract 
is,  that  the  former  application  was  to  be  withdrawn,  Mr. 
Brooke  consenting  to  receive  the  costs  absolutely;  whereas, 
if  the  matter  had  gone  on,  in  case  of  a  refusal,  the  plaintiff 
would  perad venture  have  succeeded;  at  least,  he  would 
have  had  his  chance  of  succeeding. 

The  question  then  will  be,  whether,  supposing  that  this 
was  a  new  application  to  the  Court,  founded  upon  this  affi- 
davit, the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  succeed,  and  whether 
permission  ought  to  be  given  to  him  to  issue  a  scire  facias 
against  Mr.  Brooke ;  and  the  question  which  arises  in  the 
first  instance  is,  whether  he  was  a  partner  at  the  time  of  the 
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1848.        contract  entered  inta     I  do  not  trouble  myself  with  that 

DoDosoN      P*^'^  ^^  ^®  aflSdavits  which  disputes  that  fact,  because  that 

„  V.  ig  a  matter  which  must  be  tried  upon  the  plea  to  the  scure 

Scott.  ,  , 

fiicias ;  but  I  direct  my  attention  to  the  other  facts  of  the 
case,  many  of  which,  it  is  very  properly  argued,  if  not  all, 
could  not  be  questioned  upon  any  issue  to  the  writ  of  scire 
facias;  and  therefore  I  must  take  care,  to  the  best  of  my 
ability,  to  be  right  in  forming  my  judgment  upon  them. 
Now  the  objections  which  are  made  to  the  issuing  of  this 
scire  facias  are,  first,  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  taken  the 
proper  steps  in  the  first  instance,  by  issuing  a  scire  facias 
against  the  proper  persons  primarily  liable;  and  secondly, 
that,  supposing  the  plaintiff  has  done  that,  then  upon  these 
affidavits  there  is  no  sufficient  case  made  out  for  the  inter- 
ference of  the  Court  in  granting  this  scire  facias  against 
the  party  to  the  contract,  because  other  writs  of  scire  fadas 
have  been  sued  out  against  other  parties,  and  that  it  is  yet 
undetermined  that  the  result  of  them  will  be  fruitless. 

The  first  and  important  question  in  the  case,  which  I 
very  much  regret  that  I  should  have  for  the  first  time  to 
determine,  although  there  are  dicta  upon  the  subject,  and 
a  prevalent  opinion  respecting  it,  is,  what  class  of  per- 
sons are  meant  to  be  designated  by  the  statute  under  the 
description  of  perBons  '^r  the  ti^e  being."  It  cannot 
be  denied  that  this  statute  is  very  inartificially  framed,  and 
I  have  no  doubt  that  the  person  who  prepared  the  13th 
clause  had  in  his  mind  an  idea  which  the  recent  dedsions 
shew  was  erroneous.  There  is  no  doubt  but  that  the 
framer  of  that  clause  supposed,  that  as  soon  as  a  judgment 
was  obtained  against  the  nominal  defendant,  the  public 
officer,  it  would  be  competent  to  the  plaintiff  to  issue  im- 
mediately execution  against  those  persons  who  were  part- 
ners in  the  concern,  and  that  there  need  not  previously  be 
a  suggestion  upon  the  record,  or  a  writ  of  scire  facias,  or 
any  other  proceeding.  In  that  respect  he  was  wrong,  be- 
cause it  was  decided  in  Ireland,  that  you  could  not  make  a 
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person  liable  who  was  not  made  a  partj  to  the  record  by  1848. 
some  proceeding  or  other;  and  in  the  case  of  Barton  y. 
Hunter  (a)^  before  Bushe,  C.  J.,  the  course  approyed  was, 
that  there  should  be  a  suggestion  on  the  record,  that  be- 
ing thought  to  be  the  proper  technical  mode  of  introduc- 
ing ftcts  upon  the  record  which  did  not  appear  upon  the 
record  before.  In  the  case  of  Bartlett  y.  Pentland  (ft)  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  concurred  in  opinion  with  the  Irish 
Court,  that  it  was  not  competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  issue  a 
process  of  execution  against  a  person  who  did  not  upon  the 
record  appear  to  be  a  partj  to  the  judgment,  the  Court  in- 
timating that  a  suggestion  was  the  proper  mode  of  making 
him  a  party  to  the  record.  It  was  subsequently,  howeyer, 
considered,  and  very  properly,  that  this  was  not  the  techni- 
cal mode  of  proceeding,  but  that  the  proper  mode  was  by 
isBuinff  a  scire  facias  ao^ainst  the  persons  who  were  partners 
at  the  time,  to  givel^em  an  opportunity  of  pl«Lg  to 
the  scire  facias  that  they  were  not  partners,  and  if  they 
were,  then  they  would  properly  become  liable  to  the  judg- 
ment on  the  record:  Bosanquet  y.  Ransford  (c),  Crass 
y.  Law  (rf),  Whittenhurg  y.  Law  {e)y  Harwood  y.  Law  {f\ 
Clowes  y.  BretteU  {g).  Now  I  think  it  cannot  be  denied 
that  the  class  of  persons  who  must  haye  been  liable  to  an 
execution  in  the  first  instance,  if  the  notion  of  the  framers 
of  the  act  had  been  carried  into  e£fect,  is  the  same  class  that 
must  now  be  proceeded  against  by  scire  facias  in  the  first 
instance.  It  is  impossible  to  see  who  would  be  partners  at 
the  time  of  issuing  the  actual  execution ;  and  no  other  date, 
therefore,  can  be  assigned  as  the  time  of  their  being  partnersi, 
than  the  issuing  of  the  scire  facias.  That  is  the  beginning  of 
the  execution.  I  think  that  is  a  matter  which  does  not  ad- 
mit of  the  least  doubt ;  and  the  question  is,  what  is  the  class 
of  persons  who  are  to  be  liable  according  to  the  terms  of  this 

(a)  8  Hnd.  &  Br.  Ir.  Rep.  569.  («)  6  Bing.  N.  C.  345. 

(6)  1  B.  &  Ad.  704.  (/)  7  M.  &  W.  203. 

(c)  12  Ad.  &  E.  813.  Q)  10  M.  &  W.  606. 
\d)  6  M.  &  W.  217. 
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1848.  clause  ?  Now  it  is  a  good  rule  to  go  bj  in  the  interpreta- 
tion of  a  statute,  to  act  upon  its  grammatical  constnictioD, 
unless  it  leads  to  some  incongruity  or  manifest  absurdity. 
The  words  of  the  clause  are,  '^execution  upon  any  judgment 
obtained  against  any  public  officer,  for  the  time  being,  of  any 
such  corporation  or  copartnership  carrying  on  the  business 
of  banking,  imder  the  provisions  of  this  act,  whether  as 
plaintiff  or  defendant,  may  be  issued  agsdnst  any  member  or 
members,  for  the  time  beingy  of  such  corporation  or  copart- 
nership." What  is  the  gnunmatical  construction  of  the  words 
''  for  the  time  being  ?  "  Surely  they  mean  for  the  time  being 
of  the  act  with  respect  to  which  it  is  spoken ;  this  must,  there- 
fore, be  an  execution  against  the  persons  who,  at  the  time  oi 
the  execution,  were  members  of  the  banking  company. 
That  is,  imdoubtedly,  the  grammatical  meaning  of  the  terms 
"for  the  time  being,"  to  whatever  subject  they  apply,  or 
to  whatever  act  they  apply.  The  legislature  is  considered 
as  speaking  of  persons  who  fill  a  particular  character  at  the 
time  of  the  act  about  to  be  done,  unless  it  can  be  shewn  by 
the  context  that  there  was  clearly  a  different  meaning  to  be 
put  on  the  words.  Mr.  Cleasbi/y  in  a  very  able  argument, 
suggested  that  the  context  shewed  this,  and  that  there 
would  be  a  great  hardship  in  making  persons  liable  upon 
contracts,  who  were  not  liable  at  the  time  of  the  contract 
made;  and  that  the  proper  meaning  of  the  terms  "for  the 
time  being  "  must  be  persons  who  were  members  of  the  com- 
pany at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  original  ac- 
tion ;  that,  as  I  have  said  before,  is  surely  not  the  gramma- 
tical construction  of  the  words ;  and  besides,  it  would  let  in 
an  absurdity  as  great,  or  nearly  so,  as  any  which  would  fol- 
low from  using  the  terms  in  their  ordinary  grammatical 
sense ;  because  it  makes  persons  liable  at  the  coounence- 
ment  of  the  action,  who  were  not  liable  at  the  time  of  the 
contract  made.  It  is  quite  impossible,  looking  at  this  act 
of  Parliament,  to  say  that  the  legislature  meant  to  restrict 
the  creditor  to  the  common  law  liability  of  the  debtors;  for 
the  statute  really  made  three  other  classes  of  persons  liable. 
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besides  those  who  are  liable  by  the  common  law.   It  makes,        1848. 
in  the  first  place,  those  liable  who  were  parties  at  the  time      dodoson 
of  the  execution ;  and  then,  in  failure  of  these,  those  who  «• 

ScOTTa 

were  members  of  such  copartnership  at  the  time  the  con- 
tract or  agreement  on  which  such  judgment  was  obtdbed 
was  entered  into.  This  is  the  common  law  liability ;  but 
the  statute  does  not  confine  the  remedy  to  persons  who 
were  partners  at  that  time,  for  it  goes  on  to  extend  it  to 
those  who  become  members  **  at  any  time  before  such  con- 
tract was  executed;"  so  that,  in  the  case  of  executory  con- 
tracts, those  are  liable  who  are  partners  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  contract,  and  they  were  not  liable  at  com- 
mon law.  And  in  the  next  place,  it  makes  those  liable  who 
were  members  *^  at  the  time  of  the  judgment  obtained:"  and 
these  also  are  not  liable  at  common  law.  It  is  therefore 
perfectly  dear,  that  this  statute  means  to  impose  some  addi- 
tional liability  beyond  that  which  the  common  law  imposed 
on  the  members  of  these  copartnerships.  I  think  there  is  no 
doubt  that  the  object  of  the  legiskture  was  to  accomplish  a 
thing  which  it  is  very  difiScuIt  to  accomplish ;  namely,  to 
treat  these  bodies  as  corporations,  as  to  the  mode  of  suing 
them;  and  further  not  to  confine  the  remedy  of  the  credi- 
tor to  the  partnership  property,  but  to  make  each  individual 
partner  personally  responsible  for  the  debts  of  the  partner^ 
ship.  The  object  of  the  legislature  in  allowing  execution  to 
be  taken  out  against  persons  who  were  not  liable  as  contract- 
ing parties,  and  also  against  those  in  the  second  d^ee,  who 
were  partners  at  the  time  of  the  contract  executed  or  judg- 
ment obtained,  and  not  at  the  time  of  the  contract  made,  was 
upon  the  supposition  that  these  persons  had  all  the  means  of 
applying  the  funds  of  the  society,  and  ought  to  have  applied 
them,  to  the  payment  of  the  partnership  debts ;  and  proba- 
bly they  considered,  that  persons  who  were  actual  mem- 
bers at  the  time  the  execution  issued,  and  when  the  debt, 
therefore,  ought  to  be  paid,  are  the  persons  who,  in  the  first 
instance,  ought  to  be  looked  to,  to  take  care  that  the  part- 
nership funds  were  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  debt ; 
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1848,        and  that,  if  they  do  not  choose  to  apply  them,  or  have  not 

DooosoM      ^^^  means  of  applying  them,  they  should  be  responnble  in 

V-  their  own  persons  for  its  due  payment.     That  seems  to 

oCOTT* 

be  the  principle  upon  which  the  legislature  acted :  a  prin- 
ciple of  some  harshness  towards  those  who  were  not  mem- 
bers when  the  contract  was  made ;  but  then  there  is  no 
doubt,  as  the  Attomey-Greneral  has  observed,  that  this  act 
was  framed  upon  the  supposition  that  these  companies  would 
be  always  solvent,  and  would  have  funds  with  which  to 
meet  their  debts.    If  that  be  the  correct  view,  the  effect 
is,  to  make  those  who  are  partners  at  the  time  the  execv- 
tion  issues,  liable ;  and  then,  in  the  event  of  an  execution 
against  them  being  unsuccessful,  the  remedy  is  to  be  taken 
against  those  who  were  partners  at  the  time  of  the  contract ; 
against  those  who  were  so  at  the  time  of  the  contract 
being  completed ;   and  against  those  who  were  so  at  the 
time  of  the  judgment  being  obtained.  It  is  to  be  observed, 
that  the  legislature  has  let  slip  one  class  of  persons, 
whether  intentionally  or  not  I  do  not  know,  namely,  those 
who  have  become  partners  after  the  contract  was  com- 
pleted, and  have  ceased  to  be  so  before  judgment  obtained, 
although  they  were  partners  at  the  time  the  action  was  eamr 
menced.    That  case  the  legislature  did  not  provide  for,  and 
these  persons  are  certainly  exempt,  for  there  are  no  words  to 
embrace  them.     My  opinion  therefore  is,  that  in  this  in- 
stance the  plaintiff,  by  taking  his  remedy,  by  issuing  writs 
of  scire  facias  against  the  existing  members  of  the  company 
(I  mean  those  existing  at  the  time  the  scire  facias  was  ob- 
tained), has  pursued  the  proper  course,  and  that  he  was  not 
bound  to  take  out  any  scire  facias,  and  would  have  been 
wrong  to  have  taken  out  any  scire  facias,  against  those  who 
were  partners  at  the  time  that  the  action  was  commenced. 
I  come,  therefore,  to  the  last  question,  whether  or  not 
the  plaintiff  has  entitled  himself  to  this  interference  of  the 
Court,  by  the  steps  which  he  has  taken  against  those  dif- 
ferent persons  who  were  members   for  the  time  being. 
Now,  the  affidavits  state,  that  there  are  a  great  niunber 
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of  persons  who  were  partners  in  this  concern,  against        1848. 
whom  it  would  be  undoubtedly  hopeless  to  take  anj  pro* 
oeedings.     Seven  writs  of  scire  facias  have  been  issued, 
which  promise  a  result  of  about  130^  altogether.    But 
then  it  is  said  that  there  are  two  persons  against  whom 
no  eftectual  steps  have  been  taken  in  order  to  make  tbem 
responsible,  and  agiunst  whom  proceedings  might  be  taken 
with  effect.    Against  one  a  scire  facias  issued ;  and  it  is 
objected,  that  the  present  proceeding  ought  not  to  be  al- 
lowed untU  that  writ  has  come  to  its  determination,  and  been 
finally  disposed  of*    Now,  if  I  am  satisfied  that  that  writ 
would  produce  no  result  whatever^  or  no  result  worth  the 
expense  of  proceeding  in  it,  then  the  pendency  of  such 
scire  fiu^ias  is  no  answer  to  this  application;  and  I  take  it 
that  is  the  principle  of  the  case  (a)  which  was  referred 
to  as  lately  decided  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  in 
which  Wilde,  C*  J.,  seems  to  have  thought  at  first,  that 
you  must  issue  a  scire  facias  against  every  individual  mem- 
ber  for  the  time  being,  before  you  can  apply  to  the  Court 
for  its  interference  against  a  person  who  was  a  member  at  the 
time  of  the  contract  made.   That  (pinion  was  overruled  by 
the  rest  of  the  Court,  who  thought  it  was  enough  if  they 
were  satisfied  that  every  reasonable  and  proper  effort  had 
been  made  for  the  puipose  of  obtaining  payment  of  the  debt 
due  to  the  creditors,  by  recourse  to  those  who  were  primarily 
liable.     That  is  the  rule  upon  which  I  think  I  must  act  in 
the  present  case;  and,  referring  to  the  affidavits  in  the  first 
place,  with  regard  to  the  persons  against  whom  the  scire  £&- 
das  is  pending,  it  appears  to  me  that,  looking  to  the  affida- 
vits on  both  sides,  there  appears  to  be  no  reasonable  ground 
of  expectation  that  anything  will  be  obtained  from  the  scire 
facias.  The  defendant  there,  it  appears,  was  the  promoter,  and 
was  a  trustee  for  a  Scotch  insurance  office,  and  he  accepted 
the  shares  as  such  trustee.    I  think  it  is  impossible  to  make 
the  partners  in  the  Scotch  insurance  office  liable  through  his 

(a)  16  L.  J.,  C.  P.,  203. 
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instrumentality  direcdj;  bat  then  it  is  sud,  (hat  if  he  were 
to  pay  the  amount,  be  would  have  his  remedy  in  equity  ag»in«t 
the  cestuis  que  trust;  and  suppomng  that  waa  not  so,  stall,  if 
he  were  sued,  and  the  scire  fams  were  pursued  to  execution, 
the  probahiUty  is,  that  the  members  of  the  Scotch  company 
would  not  leave  him  to  pay  the  debt,  but  would  come  forward 
upon  a  prindple  of  honour,  and  discharge  him.  I  think  that 
is  rather  too  remote  a  contingency  for  me  to  say  that  any 
good  result  can  reasonably  be  expected  to  be  produced 
from  that  scire  iacias,  unless  the  defendant  is  himself  a  per- 
son in  solvent  circumstances.  Now  the  afiSdavits  on  the 
part  of  the  pliuntiff  shew,  that  he  is  not  a  man  likely  to  pay 
any  reasonable  portion,  or  indeed  anything,  of  the  conmder- 
able  debt  which  is  in  dispute  in  this  action,  while  the  af- 
davits  on  the  other  nde,  although  they  say  that  he  is 
apparently  carrymg  on  boNuess,  do  not  remove  that  im- 
pression from  my  mind.  The  same  also  may  be  siud  with 
regard  to  the  other  individual,  who  is  stated  to  be  a  person 
possessed  of  con^derable  property.  The  affidavits  on  the 
other  side  say  that  the  property  is  greatly  incumbered  by 
mortg^e  beyond  its  real  value,  and  that  therefore  any 
proceeding  i^ainst  him  must  be  hopeless.  I  therefore 
think,  that  in  this  case  the  plaintiff  has  done  what  the 
majority  in  the  Court  of  Common  Fleas,  and  ultimately,  I 
believe,  my  Lord  Chief  Justice  H^lde,  said  was  necessary 
in  such  a  case.  A  similar  rule,  I  think,  was  previously  lud 
down  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  (see  Eardky  v.  Law{a) 
nr.^  ra,«»„  ^  ScM(hi}).  The  rule  is,  that  all  that  is  re- 
use is,  that  a  scire  fa(uas  should  issue  against 
nber  or  members,  and  that  there  shoold  be 
irtainty  that  all  remedies  agunst  that  class 
ictuaL  I  am  satisfied  of  this,  and  therefore 
p. 

Kule  absolute. 

[  K.  802.  (A)  17  L.  J.,  ^  B.,  9. 
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Richards  v.  James.  _ 

Juneo, 

jLIEBT  on  an  indenture  dated  the  2nd  July,  1829^  where-  A  defendant 
by  the  defendant  covenanted  to  pay  the  plaintiff  500/.  and  by  plea  to  the 
interest,  on  the  22nd  of  January,  1830.— Breach,  non-  [^^^'^jte 

payment*  action,  a  debt 

Zg  ,  which  accrued 

Plea. — The  defendant,  as  to  the  said  debt  and  all  damages  after  action 
by  the  plaintiffs  sustained  by  reason  of  the  non-payment  ^^^re  piea^ 
thereof,  other  than  and  except  the  plaintiff's  costs  and  charges  P^******* 
by  him  about  his  suit  in  this  behalf  expended,  says,  that 
the  plaintiff  ought  not  fiirther  to  maint^  his  action  thereof 
against  the  defendant;  because  he  says,  that  after  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  and  before  the  time  of  the  pleading 
of  this  plea,  to  wit,  on  &c,  he  the  plaintiff  became  and  was, 
and  still  is,  indebted  to  the  defendant  in  500/.,  for  money 
since  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and  before  the  plead- 
ing of  this  plea,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  paid  by  the  defendant,  for 
the  use  of  the  plaintiff,  at  his  the  plaintiff's  request;  which 
said  money,  so  due  and  owing  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  de- 
fendant, exceeds  the  debt  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and 
all  damages  by  the  plaintiff  sustained  by  reason  of  the  non- 
payment thereof,  other  than  and  except  the  said  costs  and 
charges ;  and  which  said  sum  of  money  so  due  and  owing 
from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  he  the  defendant  is 
ready  and  willing,  and  hereby  offers  to  set  off,  &c 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  the  plea  does 
not  shew  that  the  debt  attempted  to  be  set  off  was  due  to 
the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this 
suit;  and  that  it  appears  by  the  plea,  that  the  debt  be- 
came due  after  the  commencement  of  this  suit ;  and  that,  by 
law,  a  debt  becoming  due  after  the  commencement  of  an  ac- 
tion, cannot  be  set  off  in  such  action.     Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Buttf  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — A  debt  which  did 
not  exist  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit  cannot  be  made 
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the  subject  of  a  set-off.  That  is  evident  from  the  language 
of  the  2  Geo.  2^  c.  22,  s.  13^  {a),  and  it  is  consistent  with 
the  law  and  inyariable  practice  ever  since  that  statute 
passed.  Before  the  new  rules»  the  subject-matter  of  set-off 
might  either  have  been  given  in  evidence  under  the  general 
issue  or  pleaded  in  bar ;  which  shews  that  the  statute  was 
intended  to  apply  only  to  debts  existing  at  the  commence* 
mentof  the  suit:  for  no  defence  is  open  under  the  general 
issue*  which  is  not  available  at  the  time  of  action  brought 
[Piatt,  B. — Unless  a  set-off  can  be  pleaded  puis  darrein 
continuance,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  this  plea  can  be  good.] 
Evans  v.  Prasser  (h)  expressly  decided  that  a  plea  of  set-off* 
stating  that  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  at 
the  time  of  plea  pleaded,  is  bad.  There  the  objection  arose 
on  general  demurrer ;  and  if  the  plea  had  been  good  in  sub- 
stance, its  commencement  would  have  been  immaterial,  for 
the  Court  would  ex  officio  give  such  judgment  as  appeared 
upon  the  whole  record  proper :  Le  Bret  v.  Papitton  (c). 
Tlie  term  *^ pleading  in  bar"  is  well  understood  to  mean 
''in  bar  of  the  whole  action."  Braithioaite  v.  Coleman  (d), 
and  Rogerson  v.  Ladbrooke  {e\  are  also  authorities  to  shew 
that  debts  due  at  the  time  of  action  brought  can  alone  form 
the  subject  of  a  set-off. 


(a)  Enacts, ''That  where  there 
are  mutual  debts  between  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant,  or  if 
either  party  sue  or  be  sued  as 
executor  or  administrator,  where 
there  are  mutual  debts  between 
the  testator  or  intestate  and  either 
party,  one  debt  may  be  set  off 
against  the  other,  and  such  mat- 
ter may  be  given  in  evidence  up- 
on the  general  issue,  or  pleading 
in  bar,  as  the  nature  of  the  case 
shall  require,  so  as,  at  the  time 
of  his  pleading  the  general  issue. 


where  any  such  debt  of  the  plain- 
tiff, his  testator  or  intestate,  is 
intended  to  be  insisted  on  in  evi- 
dence, notice  shall  be  given  of  the 
particular  sum  or  debt  so  intend- 
ed to  be  insisted  on,  and  upon 
what  account  it  became  due,  or 
otherwise  such  matter  shall  not 
be  allowed  in  evidence  upon  such 
general  issue." 
(6)  3  T.  R.  186. 

(c)  4  East,  602. 

(d)  4  Nev.  &  Man.  654. 

(e)  1  Bmg.  93. 
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JPfupsoHy  contriL — It  is  oonceded  that  there  is  no  prece*        1848. 
dent  for  such  a  plea ;  the  Court  will  therefore  determine  the 
question  on  the  words  of  the  statute,  which  is  a  remedial 
and  beneficial  law,  and  ought  therefore  to  be  construed 
liberally.     It  first  requires  that  there  should  be  "  mutual 
debts"  (which  condition  is  here  fulfilled),  but  there  are  no 
words  to  shew  that  the  debts  must  existat  anyparticulartime. 
It  then  proceeds  to  enact,  that  '^  one  debt  may  be  set  off 
against  the  other,  and  such  matter  may  be  given  in  evidence 
upon  the  general  issue,  or  pleaded  in  bar,  as  the  nature  of 
the  case  shall  require."    These  words  are  sufficient  to  em- 
brace all  pleadings  in  bar,  whether  of  the  whole  action,  or 
merely  of  the  further  maintenance  of  it    In  Le  Bret  v.  PapiU 
Ion  (a).  Lord  JEllenborouffh  says,  "  A  matter  may  be  pleaded 
in  bar,  and  yet  go  only  to  the  further  maintenancey  and  not 
to  the  commencement  of  the  action."    A  case  of  Sullivan  v. 
Montague  (b)  is  there  cited,  where  it  was  held,  that  matter 
of  defence  arising  after  action  brought,  but  before  plea 
pleaded,  might  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue. 
[Aldersouy  B. — Notice  could  not  be  given  of  a  debt  which 
did  not  exist  at  the  time  of  action  brought,  which  shews 
that  the  statute  provides  for  such  debts  only.]     The  words, 
**  as  the  nature  of  the  case  shall  require,"  apply  to  cases 
where  there  might  be  a  good  plea  in  bar,  though  the  set-off 
was  inadmissible  under  the  general  issue.     [He  also  referred 
to  8  Gea  2,  c.  24.] 

Pollock,  C.  B. — The  novelty  of  the  plea  is  supported 
by  no  precedent,  and  there  is  nothing  to  warrant  us  in  so 
construing  the  statute,  as  to  enable  a  defendant  to  set  off 
a  debt  which  has  arisen  since  the  commencement  of  the 
action. 

Aldebson,  B. — This  case  must  have  occurred  over  and 
(a)  4  East,  502.  (6)  Dougl.  106. 
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oyer  again,  and  would  have  found  its  way  into  the  books, 
but  that  every  one  must  have  supposed  that  there  could  be 
no  doubt  upon  the  subject 

R0LFE9  B.,  and  Piatt,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plainti£ 


JWM  13. 

A  defendant, 
who  seeki  by 

suggestion  to 
deprive  the 
plsintiffof 
costs,  under  the 
9  &  10  Vict, 
c.  95.  8.  129, 
need  not,  in  his 
affidsTit  in  sup- 
port of  the  mo- 
tion to  enter 
such  sugges- 
tion, negatiye 
any  grounds 
for  refusing 
the  suggestion, 
which  are  not 
mentioned  in 
these  sections. 
A  primA  fade 
case  on  the 
part  of  the  de- 
fendant is  suf- 
ficient to  enti- 
tle him  to  enter 
a  suggestion. 
The  Court 
allowed  a  sug- 
gestion to  be 
entered,  al- 
though part  of 
the  cause  of 
action  arose  on 
a  bill  of  ex. 
change,  and 
the  Court  ex- 
pressed a  doubt 
whether  such 
matter  was 
within  the  ju- 
risdiction of 
the  County 
Court. 


Butler  v.  Cobney. 

xN  this  case  a  rule  had  been  obtained,  calling  on  the  plain- 
tiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  defendant  should  not  be  at  liberty 
to  enter  a  suggestion  on  the  roll,  to  deprive  the  pluntiff  of 
his  costs,  under  the  County  Court  Act,  9  &  10  Vict  c.  95, 
s.  129. 

The  affidavits  stated  that  the  action  was  on  a  contract, 
and  for  a  cause  for  which  a  plaint  might  be  levied  in  the 
county  court;  that  the  plaintiff  recovered  only  192.  5«.; 
that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  dwelt  within  twenty  miles 
of  each  other  at  the  time  the  action  commenced ;  and  that 
neither  party  was  an  officer  of  the  coart    Againrt  this  rule 

Needham  shewed  cause. — The  defendant's  affidavit  is  in- 
sufficient. The  128  th  section  enacts,  that  '^  all  actions  and 
proceedings  which,  before  the  passing  of  this  act,  might 
have  been  brought  in  any  of  her  Majesty's  superior  courts 
of  record,  where  the  plaintiff  dwells  more  than  twenty  miles 
from  the  defendant,  or  where  the  cause  of  action  did  not 
arise  wholly  or  in  some  material  point  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court  within  which  the  defendant  dwells  or  car- 
ries on  his  business  at  the  lime  of  the  action  brought,  or 
where  any  officer  of  the  county  court  shall  be  a  party,  ex- 
cept in  respect  to  any  claim  to  any  goods  and  chattels  taken 
in  execution  of  the  process  of  the  court,  or  the  proceeds 
or  value  thereof,  may  be  brought  and  determined  in  any 
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8tich  superior  court,  at  the  election  of  the  party  suing  or        1848. 
proceeding,  as  if  this  act  had  not  been  passed."    And  the 
following  section  enacts,  that  '^if  any  action  shall  be  com- 
menced after  the  passing  of  this  actj  in  any  of  her  Majesty's 
superior  courts  of  record,  for  any  cause  other  than  those 
lastly  hereinbefore  specified,  for  which  a  plaint  might  have 
been  entered  in  any  court  holden  under  this  act,  and  a  ver- 
dict shall  be  found  for  the  plaintiff  for  a  sum  less  than  202L, 
if  the  said  action  is  founded  on  contract,  or  less  than  6L  if 
it  be  founded  on  tort,  the  said  plaintiff  shall  have  judgment 
to  recover  such  sum  only,  and  no  costs ;  and  if  a  verdict 
shall  not  be  found  for  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  shall  be 
entitled  to  his  costs  as  between  attorney  and  client,  unless 
in  either  case  the  judge  who  shall  try  the  cause  shall  certify 
on  the  back  of  the  record,  that  the  action  was  fit  to  be  brought 
in  such  superior  coiirt."    The  affidavit  does  not  negative  the 
fact  of  the  plaintiff  being  an  attorney,  for  an  attorney  may 
still  sue  in  a  superior  court  without  losing  his  costs :  Janes 
V.  Brown  (a).     It  has  been  decided,  that  the  defendant  is 
bound  to  shew  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  an  officer  of  the 
county  court     {Parke,  B. — Such  a  person  is  expressly 
within  the  words  of  the  128th  section.]     The  58th  section 
enacts,  that  ''all  pleas  of  personal  actions  where  the  debt 
or  damage  claimed  is  not  more  than  20il,  whether  on  balance 
of  account  or  otherwise,  may  be  holden  in  the  county  court, 
without  writ ;  and  all  such  actions  brought  in  the  said  court 
shall  be  heard  and  determined  in  a  summary  way  in  a  court 
constituted  under  this  act,  and  according  to  the  provisions 
of  this  act :  provided  always,  that  the  court  shall  not  have 
cognizance  of  any  action  of  ejectment,  or  in  which  the  title 
to  any  corporeal  or  incorporeal  hereditaments,  or  to  any  toll, 
fair,  market,  or  franchise,  shall  be  in  question,  or  in  which 
the  validity  of  any  demise,  bequest,  or  limitation,  under  any 
will  or  settlement,  may  be  disputed,  or  for  any  malicious 

(a)  Ante,  p.  829. 
VOL.  II.  II  KXCH. 
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1848.        prosecutioiiy  or  for  any  libel  or  slander,  or  for  criminal  oonr 
vereation,  or  for  seduction,  or  breach  of  promise  of  marriage.' 
The  affidavit  does  not  sufficiently  shesr  that  the  contract 
was  not  within  the  excepted  cases  in  that  section.     It  may 
be  that  the  cause  of  action  was  for  a  breach  of  promise  of 
mairiage,  or  in  respect  of  a  market  or  toll;  in  which  case 
the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  his  costs.     [Parke,  B. — 
The  question  is,  whether  the  defendant  does  not  sufficiently 
bring  himself  within  the  I28th  and  129th  sections,  so  as  to 
entitle  himself  to  enter  a  suggestion,  to  deprive  the  plaintiff 
of  his  costs.     He  need  not  negative  the  tact  of  the  plaintiff 
being  an  attorney,  or  state  that  the  case  is  not  within  the 
exceptions  contiuned  in  the  58th  section ;  if  he  primft  facie 
brings  himself  within  the  128th  and  129th  sections,  it  is 
sufficient,  and  the  onus  of  proving  those  other  matters 
is  cast  upon  the  plaintiff     Molfe,  B. — In  the  case  where 
the  plaintiff  is  an  attorney,  it  is  the  party's  legal  right  to 
sue  in  a  superior  court.]    In  the  next  place,  part  of  the 
cause  of  action  arose  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  and  it  is  a 
matter  of  grave  doubt  whether  actions  upon  such  instru- 
ments are  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  courts. 
It  would  seem  that  they  are  not  within  the  act.     The 
cause  of  action  upon  a  bill  of  exchange  cannot  be  said  to 
arise  within  any  particular  jurisdiction.     The  cases  upon 
this  point  are  collected  in  Mondel  v.  Steel  (a).     [PoUockj 
C.  B. — If  that  question  were  raised,  it  would  be  ^very 
inconvenient  to  try  it  upon  a  motion  like  the  present 
Eolfe,   B. — The  plaintiff  may  plead  to  the  suggestion, 
which  will  give  him  an  opportunity  of  trying  that  question. 
Parke,  B. — The  preliminary  question  now  before  us  is, 
whether  the  defendant  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  enter  a  sugges- 
tion.   It  has  been  said,  that  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Com- 
mon Pleas,  and  my  brother  Maule,  have  expressed  a  doubt 
whether  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange  is  within  the  jmis- 

(a)  8  M.  &  W.  640. 
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diction  of  the  county  court  The  question  is  one  of  much  1848. 
importanoe,  and  I  should  like  to  hear  the  grounds  of  that 
doubt,  if  it  has  been  raised  Aldersouy  B. — The  words  of 
the  128th  section  are,  '^  where  the  cause  of  action  did  not 
ariae  wholly,  or  in  some  material  point,  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion." Is  not  the  meaning  of  that  section,  that  the  superior 
court  shall  not  have  concurrent  jurisdiction  where  the  cause 
of  action  arises,  in  some  material  point,  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  county  court?  It  is  perfectly  clear  that  bills 
and  notes  are  within  die  first  part  of  the  58th  section;  and 
then  comes  the  question,  whether  the  128th  section  takes 
them  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  court] 

Mamsiy,  contrtL — The  county  court  has  jurisdiction 
where  the  action  is  brought  upon  a  bill  of  exchange ;  but, 
independently  of  that,  the  affidavit  shews,  that  a  portion  of 
the  cause  of  action  arose  not  upon  the  bill,  but  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered ;  that  is,  that  a  material  part  of  the  cause 
of  action  arose  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  court 
[AldersoHy  B — May  not  the  128th  section  mean,  **  if  no 
material  part  of  the  cause  of  action  arises  out  of  the  juris- 
diction," instead  of  meaning,  as  I  first  thought,  ^*  if  any  ma- 
terial part  arises  within  it  ?J  It  is  difficult  to  say  what  is 
the  true  construction  of  that  section.  The  superior  courts 
are  to  have  concurrent  jurisdiction  where  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion, in  some  material  points  did  not  arise  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  inferior  court. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought 
to  be  made  absolute.  I  am  not  going  at  present  to  offer 
any  opinion  upon  the  doubt  which  has  been  suggested,  whe- 
ther die  superior  courts  have  concurrent  jurisdiction  with 
the  county  courts  over  actions  brought  upon  bills  of  ex- 
change for  less  than  202.  That  is  not  the  question  now 
before  us.  It  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  the  defendant  applies 
for  a  suggestion  to  deprive  theplaintiff  of  his  costs,  and  un- 

ii2 
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1848.  less  the  opposition  to  that  application  be  suooessiiilly  made, 
we  cannot  deprive  the  defendant  of  that  right.  It  ia  enongh 
to  say,  that  no  good  reason  has  been  given  to  induce  us  not 
to  grant  it.  The  question  raised  under  the  act  is,  at  all 
events,  so  doubtful  a  oncj  that  we  feel  ourselves  justified  in 
allowing  this  application.  By  doing  so,  we  do  not  decide 
anything  upon  this  motion.  The  plaintiff  may  demur  to  or 
traverse  the  suggestion.  If  we  were  to  reiuse  it,  we  should 
decide  the  matter  conclusively.  If»  therefore,  the  point  is 
doubtiul,  it  is  our  duty  to  enable  the  defendant  to  raise  it 
upon  the  record. 

Aldebson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  think  that 
this  rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute.  I  must  say  that  I  still 
entertain  doubts  as  to  the  proper  construction  of  the  128th 
section. 

KoLFE,  B.r-I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  still  think,  as 
I  did  in  the  outset  of  the  case,  that  the  most  convenient  way 
of  trying  the  matter  is  by  entering  a  suggestion  in  tiie  first 
instance.  It  is  a  very  inconvenient  course  to  try  the  merite 
upon  affidavits;  although  the  defendant  cannot  enter  a  sug- 
gestion without  leave  of  the  Court,  that  becomes  necessary, 
I  should  conceive,  because  he  is  not  the  party  who  has  the 
custody  of  the  record.  If  he  makes  out  a  prim&  fade  case, 
he  is  entided,  almost  as  a  matter  of  right,  to  enter  a  sug- 
gestion. 

Rule  absolute. 

Parke,  B.,  had  left  the  court  during  the  argument 
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1848. 

Bryant  v,  Wardell  and  Others.  June  7. 

ROVER  for  theatrical  dresses  and  other  property. —  Unieran 
Pleas,  not  guilty,  and  not  possessed;  upon  which  issue  was  tweeTthe 
joined.     At  the  trial  of  the  cause,  before  Parke,  B.,  at  the  S^^n'^u, 

Middlesex  sittings  in  the  present  term,  it  appeared  that  the  *}***  ®°« ^-  ^• 

,  .  .  should  be  em- 

plaintiff  and  the  defendants,  in  the  year  1845,  with  a  view  to  ployed  by  the 

the  exhibition  of  a  dwarf  of  the  name  of  Richard  Gamsey,  hereto^^T 

entered  into  the  following  agreement: — "  Memorandum  of  ^^e**^*' 

agreement  made  the  29th  of  December,  1845,  between  W.  t»ff  should  be 

employed  for  a 

Bryant  of  the  one  part,  and  R  Wardell,  N.  Dormer,  and  T.  certain  time 

R  Lewis  of  the  other  part.     For  the  considerations  here-  the  t^partia 

inafter  mentioned,  the  said  W.  B.  hereby  agrees  to  permit  ?f^  ^^^^ 

and  allow  R.  Grarnsey,  otherwise  called  "the  miniature  John  have  the  use  of 

Bull,"  to  be  publicly  exhibited  by  the  said  R  W.,  N.  D.,  and  ty  for  a  certam 

T.  R  K.  for  twelve  calendar  months  from  the  date  hereof,  ^ «pS^<:S 

either  in  London  or  within  eighty  miles  thereof:  and  the  o^theagree- 

^     •'  ^  ment,  the  pro- 

said  R  W.,  N.  D.,  and  T.  R  L.  shall  have  the  exclusive  con-  perty  should  be 

trol  of  such  exhibition,  and  of  the  arrangement  connected  plaintiff:— 

therewith ;  and  they  hereby  agree  to  bear  and  pay  all  the  ex-  ^^^^  the  "^d 

penses  whatever,  which  may  be  in  any  way  incurred  in  con-  parties  here- 

nection  with  such  exhibition.  ThatthesaidRW.,  N.D.,  and  defendants 

T.  R.  L,  shall  retain,  receive,  and  be  paid  three-fourths  of  the  SJerefore,'  that 

clear  profits  arising  from  the  said  exhibition,  and  the  said  *^®  plaintiff 

^  o  '  was  not  a  part- 

W.  B.  shall  receive  or  be  paid  the  remaining  one-fourth  of  ^er  with  the 

defendants  in 

such  profits.  That  this  agreement  shall  continue  and  remain  the  goods. 
in  full  force  for  twelve  calendar  months  certain ;  and  in  case  having  been* 
the  said  RW.,  N.  D.,  and  T.  R  L,  shall  be  desirous,  at  the  ex-  during  the  tenn, 

applied  by  the 

piration  of  such  term,  to  continue  the  same  for  six  calendar  defendants  to  a 
months  longer,  they  shall  be  at  libertyto  do  so;  and  in  that  S^^tionoTSe 
case,  the  said  W.  B.  shall,  during  such  six  calendar  months,  J^av^^^^ 
receive  and  be  paid  one-half  of  the  profits  arising  from  the  redelivered  by 

them  at  the 

said  exhibition,  instead  of  one-fourth.  That  James  Qam-  end  of  the  term: 
sey,  the  father  of  the  said  R  G.,  shall  be  employed  by  the  the  baUmcnt 

had  been  deter- 
mined, and  that  the  plaintiff  might  maintain  trover. 

•ii3 
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2^48^  8aid  parties  hereto,  at  a  salary  of  15«.  per  week  for  twelve 
calendar  months  certain,  provided  this  agreement  shall  re- 
main in  full  force,  and  for  such  further  time  as  such  exhibi- 
tion shall  be  continued,  such  salary  to  be  considered  as  part 
of  the  expenses  of  the  said  exhibition.  That  the  sum  of  30«. 
per  week  shall  be  paid  to  the  said  J.  Gr.  and  his  wife,  for 
twelve  calendar  months  certain,  or  for  such  other  or  further 
time  as  such  exhibition  shall  be  continued:  such  payments 
shall  be  considered  and  form  part  of  the  expenses  thereof 
That  A.  Whitwham  shall  be  employed  by  the  said  parties 
hereto,  for  the  first  six  weeks  of  the  said  exhibition,  and  the 
said  W.  B.  shall  be  employed  for  three  months  next  after  the 
expiration  of  the  said  six  weeks ;  and  afterwards,  the  said  A, 
W.  and  W.  B.  shall  be  employed  alternately,  so  long  as  such 
exhibition  shall  be  continued.  That  the  said  parties  hereto 
are  to  be  allowed  to  have  the  use  of  certain  property  and 
dresses  during  the  said  exhibition,  and  at  the  expiration  of 
this  agreement  such  property  and  dresses  are  to  be  given  up 
to  the  said  W.  B.  That  the  said  W.  B.  or  A.  W.  shall  be  at  li- 
berty to  act  as  check-taker  at  such  exhibition,  or  to  appoint 
a  person  for  such  purpose  at  their  own  expense.  That  the 
said  N.  D.  having,  on  the  27  th  day  of  December  instant,  ad- 
vanced and  paid  the  said  W.  B.  the  sum  of  402.  for  the  use  of 
the  said  property  and  dresses,  such  sum  of  401  is  to  be  repaid 
to  the  said  N.  D.  out  of  the  first  profits  of  the  said  exhibition. 
That  the  expenses  of  and  connected  with  the  said  exhibition 
shall  commence  this  day.  That  the  accounts  of  and  relating 
to  such  exhibition  shall  be  settled,  and  the  balance  and  the 
profits  ascertained  and  divided  between  the  parties  hereto, 
every  fortnight"  After  this  agreement  had  been  entered  in- 
to, the  property  in  question  was  disposed  of  in  a  different 
way,  but  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  stage  and  scenery 
only,  which,  at  the  end  of  the  term,  were  not  delivered,  but, 
during  the  term,  were  taken  to  pieces  and  applied — and 
this  the  jury  found  to  have  been  done  by  aU  the  defend- 
ants— ^in  constructing  a  different  sort  of  stage  at  a  different 


TRINITY  TERM,   U  VICT.  481 

exhibition.  It  was  objected  by  the  defendants'  oouneel,  1848. 
that  the  plaintiff  and  defendants  were  partners  under  the 
terms  of  the  agreement;  and  secondly,  that  the  plaintiff 
had  not,  at  the  time  of  the  conversion,  such  a  property 
in  the  goods  as  would  maintain  the  action.  The  learned 
judge,  however,  was  of  a  contrary  opinion,  and  the  plaintiff 
had  a  verdict. 

Ogle  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  mis- 
direction. By  the  terms  of  this  agreement,  the  plaintiff 
only  transferred  a  portion  of  his  interest  in  the  property, 
and  there  was  a  partnership  in  it  between  the  plaintiff 
and  defendants.  The  profits  which  might  arise  from  the 
speculation  were  to  be  divided  amongst  all  the  parties,  in- 
cluding the  plaintiff.  James  Grarusey  was  to  be  employed 
by  ^'  the  said  parties  thereto,"  which  means  all  the  parties. 
So  was  Whitwham.  [Parke^  B.— It  seems  to  me  now,  as  it 
did  at  the  trial,  that,  by  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  the  plain- 
tiff demised  the  property  to  the  three  defendants  for  a  year 
certaiD,  and  that  they  alone  were  to  have  the  use  of  it  &r 
that  period.  Flatty  B. — The  words  *^  the  said  parties  here- 
to" mean  the  three  defendants,  who  are  to  give  up  the 
property  and  dresses  to  Bryant  at  the  expiration  of  the 
agreement]  In  the  next  place,  the  plaintiff  had  not  such 
a  property  at  the  time  of  the  conversion,  as  entitled  him  to 
maintain  this  action :  Gordons,  Harper  {a).  The  plaintiff 
might  have  proceeded  for  a  breach  of  the  agreement ;  but 
this  is  not  the  proper  form  of  action.  [ParA^,  B. — There 
are  authorities  against  your  position.  If  you  lend  a  person 
a  flock  of  sheep,  and  he  kills  them,  you  may  have  an  ac- 
tion on  the  case  for  this  conversion  (ft).] 

Pollock,  C.  B. — ^We  are  all  of  opinion  that  there  ought 
to  be  no  rule  in  this  case.     In  the  first  place,  we  think  that 

(a)  7T.R.9.  {h)  Litt.8.71. 
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1848.  the  construction  which  was  put  upon  the  contract  at  the 
trial,  is  correct  It  b  dear^  from  several  parts  of  the  agree- 
menty  that  the  words  '^the  said  parties**  mean  parties  cUur 
than  Bryant  For  in  one  port  of  it  there  is  a  statement,  that 
*'  Whitwham  shall  be  employed  by  the  said  parties  ^  for  a 
certain  time,  and  **  tiie  said  W,  Bryant  shall  be  employed" 
for  anotiier  period.  Now  it  is  dear  tiiat  Bryant  was  not 
to  be  employed  by  himself^  bat  by  the  three  defendants. 
And  in  the  succeeding  clause  the  same  words,  the  gtadpar- 
ties,  must  mean  tiie  tiuree  defendants.  There  was,  therefore, 
no  partnership  between  the  phuntiff  and  defendants  in  the 
property  in  question.  As  to  the  other  point,  we  are  dearly 
of  opinion  that  trover  is  the  proper  form  of  action  here,  not- 
withstanding the  continuance  of  the  contract  under  which 
the  goods  had  been  bailed  to  the  defendants.  The  case  of 
Cooper  V.  WiUomatl{a)  is  a  dedsive  authority  upon  tiiis 
point  It  was  tiiere  hdd,  that  abailee  of  goods  for  hire,  by 
selling  them,  determines  the  bailment ;  and  the  bailor  may 
maintain  trover  against  the  purchaser,  though  the  purdiase 
was  bon&  fide.  The  cases  on  the  subject  are  referred  to 
there.  The  rule  is,  that  where  there  has  been  a  misuser  of 
the  thing  lent,  as  by  its  destruction,  or  otherwise,  there  is 
an  end  of  the  bailment,  and  the  action  for  trover  is  main- 
tainable for  the  conversion. 

Fabkb,  B.,  Bolfe,  B.,  Pultt,  B.,  concurred. 

Bule  refiised  (ft). 

(a)  1  C.  B.  672. 
{b)  See  Farront  r.  Thomps(m^  6  B.  &  Aid.  826. 
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1848. 
BOUOUEREAN  V.   BrETT.  June  Q. 

W  ADE  had  obtained  a  rule,  caUing  on  the  defendant  to  The  rale  of  Hil. 
shew  cause  why  the  demurrer  to  the  plaintiff's  declaration  4^  ^1^  „.  * 
should  not  be  set  aside,  and  why  the  plaintiff  should  not  be  ^^"'  ^*^^ 
at  liberty  to  sim  judsmient  as  for  want  of  a  plea,  on  the  ©▼•T  demur. 
ground  Lt  thS«  wJno  marginal  note  to  the  demurer,  fij^r"*' 
as  required  by  the  rule,  Hilary  Term,  4  Will  4.  ^X\l^' 

intended  to  bo 
argued  shall 

Pearson  shewed  cause. — ^The  rule  can  hardly  apply  to  a  be  suted,"  ap. 
spedal  demurrer.     In  Lmdus  y.  Pound  (a),  it  was  held  to  uweiia^oge- 
be  a  suflScient  compliance  with  this  rule  to  state,  in  the  ^JJJ^^And'if 
margin,  that  the  points  intended  to  be  argued  are  those  '^^  ^inta  be 

,  ,  wanting,  the 

specially  assigned.     That  case  was  confirmed  by  BrcLham  Court  will  set 
▼.  W(Ukins{by     It  would  be,  therefore,  a  mere  repetition  aside  asbrMu- 
to  state  the  points  oyer  again  in  the  margin.     [Platte  B. —  ^* 
The  rule  expressly  states,  that  '^  in  the  margin  of  every  de- 
murrer "  some  matter  of  law  intended  to  be  argued  shall  be 
stated.] 

Wade,  contni,  was  not  called  on. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — The  rule  is  express,  and  is  as  binding 
upon  us  as  an  act  of  Parliament.  The  present  rule  must, 
therefore,  be  absolute.  But  the  defendant  may  amend  on 
the  usual  terms. 

Alderson,  B.,  Bolfe,  B.,  Platt,  B.,  concurred. 

Bule  absolute. 

(a)  2  M.  &  W.  240.  {h)  16  M.  &  W.  77. 
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1848. 
June  10.  CONNOP  V.  CbALLIS. 

Where  a  party  U  ASE  against  the  defendants,  as  sheriff  of  Middlesex,  for 
eiecation  on  a  &&  escape.  The  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  leave 
CTwSorw!^*  and  license.  The  plaintiff  joined  issue  upon  the  first  plea, 
tomey,  bonA     and  traversed  the  second,  and  upon  that  traverse  issue  was 

fide,  but  with-  . 

out  hit  autho-  joined*  At  the  trial,  before  Pollock^  C.  B.,  at  the  London 
imo auarrange.  sittings  aAer  Michaelmas  Term  last,  it  appeared  that  the 
nent  with  the  plaintiff  had  obtained  a  judgment  against  one  Walmsley, 
reieaae,  upon  upon  which  he  had  issued  a  writ  of  ca.  sa.,  which  had  been 
portion^f  The  intrusted  to  an  officer  of  the  defendants  to  execute.  Un- 
debt,  and  giy-    j^j.  |. j^jg  ^^^  WaUnslev  was  taken  in  execution,  and  whilst 

ing  a  warrant  ^ 

of  attorney  for  he  was  in  custodj,  an  agreement  was  entered  into  between 
and  the  sheriff,  Walmslej  and  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  that  the  former  should 
anordeTfroiii*  be  released  on  payment  of  25/.,  being  part  of  the  debt  du^ 
S*  h'^"'^*h*  *^^  ^°  ^  g^'^^Dg  ^  warrant  of  attorney  for  the  residue. 
—Held,  in  an  This  was  done,  and  the  following  authority  to  discharge 
U)e  ahenffl'tiiac  Walmsley  was  given  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney  to  the 
he  was  Uabie     sheriff's  officer  :— 

for  the  escape.    «'"^**"  «  w***^/^.* 

''  Connap  v.  fValmsley. — Discharge  the  defendant  out  of 
your  custody,  on  payment  of  the  proper  fees. 

"  G.  MiLBURN,  plaintiff's  attorney." 

Walmsley  was  discharged  on  the  receipt  of  this  docu- 
ment. No  authority  was  shewn  to  have  been  given  by  the 
plaintiff  to  his  attorney  to  enter  into  this  arrangement,  but 
the  plaintiff  had  not  in  any  way  repudiated  that  transac- 
tion, except  by  bringing  the  present  action.  It  was  con- 
tended by  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  that,  on  the  authority  of 
the  case  of  Savory  v.  Chapman  (a),  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  recover  the  whole  amount  for  which  the  debtor 
had  been  taken  in  execution,  as  the  agreement  was  not 
binding  upon  the  plaintiff.     The  Lord  Chief  Baron,  how- 

(a)  11  Ad.  &  £.  829. 
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eyer»  thought  that,  if  the  jvaj  should  be  of.  opLoion  that  1848. 
the  attorney  had  acted  fairlj  and  reasonably  under  the 
oircumstances,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  repudiated  the 
transaction^  the  defendants'  plea  of  learve  and  license  was 
established.  The  jury  having  so  found,  the  defendants, 
under  his  Lordship's  direction,  had  a  verdict,  leave  being 
reserved  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  set  that  verdict  aside, 
and  enter  a  verdict  for  him  for  such  sum  as  the  Court 
ahould,  under  the  circumstances,  think  proper. 
A  rule  nisi  having  accordingly  been  obtained, 

R  James  and  BurcheU  novr  shewed  cause. — The  case  of 
Savory  v.  Chapman^  which  was  relied  upon  at  the  trial, 
only  decided  that  the  mere  fact  that  the  person  who  granted 
the  party's  discharge  was  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  was  not 
8u£Scient  to  warrant  the  discharge.  There  nothing  was 
done  but  the  discharge.  No  money  passed.  Here  a  war- 
rant of  attorney  was  given,  and  there  was  also  a  part  pay- 
ment The  attorney's  warrant  to  prosecute  the  action 
continues  in  force  (unless  countermanded  by  his  death  or 
the  act  of  the  principal),  for  a  year  and  a  day  a£ker  the 
judgment,  for  the  purpose  of  having  execution:  2  Inst 
378.  \FlaUy  B. — ^Does  that  mean  for  any  other  purpose 
than  for  obtaining  the  money  ?]  It  was  said,  in  Payne  v. 
Chvte  (a),  that  an  attorney,  after  judgment,  may  acknow- 
ledge satisfaction  on  the  record  without  a  new  warrant. 
\PUUty  B.— The  general  rule  of  Easter  Term,  7  Vict  (*), 
that  the  satis&ction  shall  be  signed  by  the  plaintiffs  affords 
an  ailment  in  your  favour,  that  before  that  rule  was  made, 
it  was  sufficient  if  the  attorney  signed  it]  The  attorney 
must  have  some  discretion  in  the  matter,  and  if  he  acts 
bon&  fide  and  for  the  benefit  of  his  client,  the  agreement 
ought  to  bind  him.  "  The  object  of  the  writ,"  said  HoU 
royd^  J.,  in  the  case  of  Crozer  v.  Pilling  (c),  **  is  that  the 

(a)  1  Roll.  Rep.  365.    (h)  12  M.  &  W.  868.     (c)  4  B.  &.  C.  32. 
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1848.        debtor  should  continue  in  custody  only  until  the  plaintiff 

CoNNOp'      ^®  satisfied  his  debt"    It  must,  therefore,  be  contended  by 

^-  the  plaintiff,  that  the  attorney  can  exercise  no  discretion  in 

the  matter,  and  that  his  authority  does  not  extend  beyond 

the  mere  receipt  of  the  money. 

Martin^  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  defendant  should 
have  proved  that  the  arrangement  was  entered  into  by  the 
authority  of  the  plaintiff.  The  relation  of  attorney  and 
client  does  not  create  that  authority.  [He  was  then  stopped 
by  the  Court] 

Pollock,  C.  B. — This  rule  must  be  absolute.  As  no 
authority  was  shewn  by  which  the  plaintiff  authorised 
the  attorney  to  enter  into  the  arrangement  under  which 
the  debtor  obtained  his  discharge,  the  sheriff  is  liable  for 
his  escape. 

Alderbon,  B.,  concurred. 

BoLFE,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  attorney 
was  authorised  to  receive  the  fruits  of  the  execution  to  tiie 
extent  of  251,  but  he  had  no  authority  to  discharge  the 
debtor  on  his  giving  the  warrant  of  attorney  for  the  residue. 
That  appears  from  the  case  of  Payne  v.  Chute, 

Pi^TT,  B.,  concurred. 

Per  Curiam. — The  rule  must  be  absolute  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  SOL 

Bule  absolute. 
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1848. 

MoLTON  and  Wife,  adminifltratrix  of  Thomas  Lee,         June  13. 

deceased,  v.  Camroux. 

Assumpsit  by  the  plaintiff,  as  administratrix  of  Tho-  where  aper- 
mas  Lee,  against  the  defendant,  8fl3  secretary  of  the  National  JJ";ouDd*m?nd^ 
Loan  Fund  Life  Assurance  Company,  for  money  had  and  ^^  ^^^  known 
received  to  the  use  of  Thomas  Lee,  and  of  the  plaintiff  as  enten  into  a 
bis  administratrix,  and  on  an  account  stated.  iW^and  ^'iSk 

Pleai,  non  assumpsit.  f  <^»  "^^  ^^^^ 

,  14  executed  and 

At  the  trial  of  the  cause,  before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  at  the  oompieted,  and 
London  sittings  after  Michaelmas  Term,  1846,  the  jury  the  aubf^t^' 
found  certain  facts,  and  the  plaintiffs  had  a  verdict,  leave  ™*?*''  ?^  ^^^ 

'  *  '  oontract,  can- 

being  reservedto  enter  a  nonsuit.  not  be  restored 

Gvmey,  in  Hilary  Term,  1847,  obtained  a  rule  nisi,  in  parties  in  stata 
pursuance  of  leave  reserved,  with  leave  to  turn  the  facts  tract  almiot"" 
into  a  special  verdict     A  special  verdict  was  agreed  upon,  "^rwarda  be 
which  embodied  the  following  facts: —  by  the  alleged 

The  present  action  was  brought  to  recover  from  the  whorcprLen?* 
defendant,  the  secretary  of  the  National  Loan  Fund  Life  '^^    . 
Assurance  Society,  two  sums  of  350/.,  and  51. 6«.  2^,  which  ^^ere  a  lunatic 
had  been  paid  by  Thomas  Lee,  the  deceased,  to  the  society,  tain  annuit^' 
under  the  following  circumstances.  ^>["y ^^{^^"^ 

Thomas  Lee,  on  the  29th  of  August,  1843,  made  a  pro-  **  ^.^«  **=>«»  ^^ 

®  ,  ^         no  knowledge 

posal  to  the  said  society  for  the  purchase  of  an  annuity  of  of  his  unsonnd. 
2R  12».  lOi  for  his  life,  payable  yearly  on  the  29th  of  thTtraMaction 
August,  the  first  payment  to  bo  made  on  the  29th  of  ^j?f^^  ^^^rw 
August  in  the  following  year,  and  that  he  should  pay  the  of  the  affairs  of 
sum  of  350/.,  as  the  consideration  of  that  annuity ;  and  on  fair  and  bonA 
the  same  day  he  made  a  proposal  to  the  said  society  for  the  Jf  thc'socicty*'* 
purchase  of  a  deferred  annuity  of  30/.  for  his  life,  to  com-  "z^^^f*  *^*'' 

.  ..1  n   •  1.1  11   *^^  ^®  death 

mence  on  his  attaining  the  age  of  sixty  years,  which  would  of  the  lonatic, 
be  on  the  30th  of  June,  1864,  the  first  payment  to  be  on  the  pl^u^es*^^* 

could  not  reco- 
ver back  the  preminms  paid  for  the  annuities. 
The  grantee  of  an  annuity  cannot  take  advantage  of  the  want  of  inrolment  of  a  memorial,  as 
required  by  the  53  Geo.  3,  c.  141. 
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1848.        30th  of  June,  ISGS,  reserving  to  him  the  option  of  receivings 
"    "     "      in  lieu  of  such  annuity,  the  sum  of  293L  5*.,  payable  imme- 
V.  diately,  or  the  deferred  sum  of  3772.  5s.,  to  be  paid  to  his 

representatives  after  his  death.     The  proposals  were  as- 
sented to  and  accepted  by  the  society,  and  the  terms  of  the 
agreements  were  embodied  in  two  policies  of  insurance, 
bearing  date  respectively  the  29th  of  August,  1843.     The 
sums  agreed  upon  of  35021  and  6L  6s.  2(Ly  were  then  paid 
by  the  deceased,  who  subsequently  died  intestate  in  1844. 
No  memorial  of  these  annuities  had  ever  been  inrolled  in 
the  High  Court  of  Chancery.     At  the  time  of  the  making 
of  these  proposals,  and  of  the  assenting  thereto  and  accept- 
ance thereof,  and  of  the  granting  of  the  said  annuities,  and 
of  the  payment  of  the  said  sums  by  Thomas  Lee,  the  intestate, 
he  was  a  lunatic,  and  of  unsound  mind,  so  as  to  be  incompe- 
tent to  manage  his  affairs;  but  of  this  the  society  had  not  at 
that  time  any  knowledge.     The  purchases  of  the  annuities 
by  Thomas  Lee  were  transactions  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
the  affairs  of  human  life,  and  the  granting  of  the  annuities 
to  him  in  the  manner  and  upon  the  terms  before  mentioned, 
were  fair  transactions,  and  transactions  of  good  faith  on  the 
part  of  the  society,  and  in  the  ordinary  course  of  their 
business ;  and  at  the  time  of  making  the  proposals,  and  at 
the  time  they  were  assented  to  and  accepted  by  the  sodety, 
and  of  the  granting  of  the  annuities,  and  of  the  payment 
of  the  two  sums  by  him,  he  appeared  to  the  society  to 
be  of  sound,  though  he  was  then  in  fact  of  such  unsound 
mind  as  aforesaid.     The  society  first  had  notice  of  the  un- 
soundness of  mind  of  the  grantee  by  letter  dated  the  23rd 
of  September,  1843,  from  his  solicitors.     No  commission  of 
lunacy  had  ever  been  issued  against  the  grantee.     The 
society  had  never  made  any  payments  in  respect  of  the 
annuities  in  question,  but  had  always  been  ready  and  wil- 
ling to  pay  any  sum  which  might  have  become  due  under 
them,  and  had  never  attempted  to  avoid  the  agreements. 
The  phuntiff^s  points  were,  that  the  said  Thomas  Lee, 
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of  unaoTind  mind,  oould  not  make  a  valid  ooAtract  of       1849. 
the  nature  set  forth  in  the  verdict;  and  secondly,  that  the      tT^     ' 
supposed  contracts  were  void  by  statute,  for  want  of  inrol-  v* 

ment*     And  therefore  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to 
recover  back  the  sums  of  money  so  paid. 

The  case  was  argued  in  Hilary  Term,  on  the  17  th  and 
2lBt  of  January,  by 

Needhanij  for  the  plaintiffs. — The  present  case  raises  two 
questions  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court.  First,  whether  the 
personal  representatives  of  a  lunatic  can  recover  money 
which  he  has  paid  under  a  contract  with  a  person  who  has 
entered  into  it  bon&  fide,  and  without  knowledge  of  the 
lunacy.  Secondly,  whether  the  annuity  granted  is  void  for 
want  of  inrolment.  Upon  the  first  point  there  is  no  direct 
authority;  but  there  are  many  authoritiea  in  support  of  the 
principle  that  a  lunatic  cannot  make  a  contract  to  bind  his 
property.  Thus,  the  old  writ  of  Dum  fuit  non  compos  men- 
tis lay  to  recover  back  land  which  had  been  aliened  by  a  per- 
son not  in  his  right  mind  (a);  and  it  has  been  held,  that  a  per- 
son non  compos  mentis  cannot  eithermake  or  revokea will(i), 
and  the  Courts  have  always  held  their  wills  to  be  void.  Nor 
can  a  lunatic  siiffer  a  recovery,  Hume  v.  Burton  (c),  Keene  v. 
Keeneid) ;  nor  execute  a  deed,  Yates  v.  Boen  {e)\  nor  a  bond, 
Faulder  v.  Silk  (/) ;  so  he  cannot  indorse  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, Alcock  V.  Alcock  (^);  nor  state  an  account,  Tarbuck 
V.  Bispham  (A).  The  rule  is  the  same  as  respects  parol 
contracts.  In  Palmer  v.  Parkhurst(i),  a  bargain  by  a  luna- 
tic, eight  years  before  the  lunacy  found,  was  avoided  by  the 
party  being  found  a  lunatic.  [Parke,  B. — Was  it  suggested 
in  that  case,  that  it  was  known  by  the  defendant,  at  the  time 

(a)  Fitz.,Nat.Brev.,202,(C.)  (/)  3  Camp.  126. 

(b)  6  Rep.  23.  Iff)  3  M.  &  Gr.  268. 

(c)  1  Ridg.  Pari.  Cas.  16.  (A)  2  M.  &  W.  2. 

(d)  Ibid.  91.  (f)  1  Ch.  Ca.  112. 

(e)  2  Stia.  1104. 


Camroux. 
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1848.        of  the  bargun,  that  the  party  was  a  lunatic  ?]    It  does 
MoLTON       ^^^  appear  by  the  report  whether  or  not  he  was  acquainted 
with  the  lunacy.     [JParke,  B. — ^We  are  not  able  to  tell 
what  the  form  of  the  plea  was  in  Alcoek  v.  Akock;  it  does 
not  appear  whether  there  was  any  allegation  of  notice  or 
knowledge  of  the  lunacy.]     The  principle  for  which  the 
plaintiff  now  contends  is,  that  a  lunatic  cannot  enter  into 
a  binding  contract,  as  he  cannot  have  a  consenting  Qiind. 
[Flatt,  B. — In  Dane  v.  Viscauntess  Kirkwall  {a),  it  was  held 
by  Pattewny  J.,  at  Nisi  Prius,  that  it  was  not  sufficient 
to  shew  that  Lady  Kirkwall  was  of  unsound  mind,  but 
that  the  jury  must  be  satisfied  that  the  pluntiff  knew  it, 
and  took  advantage  of  it.    That  ruling  was  subsequentiy 
upheld  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  in  the  same  case.] 
In  Clerk  y.  Clerk  (6),  it  was  held,  that  a  family  settle- 
ment made  by  a  lunatic  ought  to  be  set  aside,  although 
it  was  reasonable  and  for  the  convenience  of  the  family. 
So  the  marriage  of  a  lunatic  is  void :   Turner  v.  Meyere  (c). 
There  Sir  W.  ScoH  says:  '^It  is,  I  conceive,  perfecdy 
clear  in  law,  that  a  party  may  come  forward  to  main- 
tain his  own  past  incapacity;  and  also  that  a  defect  of 
incapacity  invalidates  the  contract  of  marriage  as  weQ 
as  any  other  contract."     In  Howard  v.  Lord  Dighy  (d)^ 
Brougham^  L.  C,  says,  ^*  The  law  on  this  point  is  as  dear, 
both  in  equity  and  in  lunacy,  and  at  common  law,  as  that 
a  man's  eldest  legitimate  son  is  his  heir  to  freehold  land. 
A  lunatic  cannot  bind  himself  by  bond  or  by  bill ;  a  lunatic 
cannot  release  a  debt  by  specialty;  cannot  be  a  cognizor  in 
a  statute-merchant,  staple,  a  judgment,  warrant  of  attorney, 
or  any  other  security."    [Pollock^  C.  B. — Surely  a  payment 
by  a  lunatic  would  be  a  good  answer  to  the  debt  for  which 
the  lunatic  was  liable  before  his  lunacy.]     The  defence  of 
intoxication  stands  upon  the  same  principle  as  that  of  lunacy ; 


(a)  8  C.  &  P.  685.  (c)  1  Hagg.  C.  R.  414. 

\h)  2  Vera.  212.  [d)  2  CI.  &  Fin.  661. 


J 


TRINITT   TERM,   11  VICT.  491 

and  in  the  recent  case  of  Gore  y.  Gibson  (a),  this  Court         1848. 
held^  that  acts  done  by  a  man  who  had  lost  his  senses  at  the       molt"^ 
time,  are  totally  void.     [Parkey  B. — ^The  ancient  doctrine,  ^^ 

that  no  man  of  full  age  shall  be  permitted  to  stultify  him- 
self^ has  been  much  qualified  and  restricted  in  modem  times. 
There  is  a  learned  note  on  this  subject,  at  the  end  of  the 
report  of  Gore  v.  Gibson,  in  the  Jurist,  voL  9,  p.  142.  Al- 
dersoHy  B. — There  is  this  distinction  between  the  case  of  lu- 
nacy and  that  of  intoxication :  in  the  latter  the  incapacity  of 
the  party  is  patent — in  the  former,  it  may  not  be  in  the  least 
degree  visible.]  In  one  respect  the  two  cases  are  analogous : 
in  neither  of  them  has  the  sufierer  a  consenting  mind.  A 
lunatic  is  not  criminally  liable:  Reg.  v.  Oxford  {b).  [Parkey 
B. — It  has  been  held  that  a  lunatic  innkeeper  is  liable 
for  the  loss  of  his  guest's  goods:  Cross  v.  Andrews  (c).] 
There  are  three  exceptions  to  be  found  to  the  rule  con- 
tended for  in  the  case  of  lunacy ;  but  these  exceptions  will, 
perhaps,  be  found  to  strengthen  the  rule.  A  fine  levied  by 
a  person  non  compos  mentis  has  been  held  good :  Thomp- 
son V.  LecLch{d),  Needier  v.  The  Bishop  of  Winchester  (e); 
and  the  reason,  as  it  appears  from  Beverley^ s  case  (/),  is,  that 
the  act  is  of  a  public  and  notorious  character,  done  in  a 
court  of  record,  and  that  the  Court  had  the  power  of  judg- 
ing of  the  sanity  of  the  party.  This  is  confirmed  by  stat, 
18  Ed,  1,  s.  4,  the  ''  Modus  levandi  fines,"  and  10  Ed.  2, 
<^  De  finibus ;"  and  by  MansfieWs  case  (^),  where  a  fine  had 
been  made  by  one  Bushley,  an  idiot,  '^but  notwithstanding 
this,  and  although  the  monstrous  deformity  and  idiocy  of 
Bushley  was  apparent  and  visible,  yet  the  fine  stood  good." 
The  second  exception  to  the  general  rule  is  that  of  a  feoff- 
ment by  a  lunatic :   Thompson  v.  Leach  (A).     The  Court 

(a)  13  M.  &  W.  623.  (e)  Hob.  220. 

(5)  9  C.  &  P.  626.  (/)  4  Rep.  124. 

(c)  Cro.  Eliz.  622.  Q)  12  Rep.  124. 

{d)  8  Mod.  805.  (A)  Garth.  485. 

VOL.  IL  '  K  K  EXCH. 
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1848.        there  said^  '^  There  is  a  diiSerence  between  a  feoffinent  and 
^^     '      a  livery  made  propriis  manibus  of  an  idiot^  and  the  bare 
«•  execution  of  a  deed  by  sealing  and  delivery  thereof,  as  in 

cases  of  surrenders^  grants,  releases,  &c.,  which  have  their 
strength  only  by  executing  them,  and  in  which  the  for- 
mality of  livery  and  seisin  is  not  so  much  regarded  in  law, 
and  therefore  the  feoffinent  is  not  merely  void,  but  void- 
able ;  but  surrenders,  grants,  &c.,  by  an  idiot,  are  void  ab 
initio."    The  third  exception  is  that  of  necessaries;  bat 
these  are  clearly  excepted  from  the  general  rule,  on  the 
ground  that  they  do  not  require  a  consenting  mind.     Thus, 
an  infant  or  an  idiot  may  be  liable  for  necessaries,  as  was 
said  in  Manby  v.  Scott  (a).     The  contracts,  however,  of  an 
infant  are  only  voidable,  and  not  void.     Baxter  V'  Lord 
Portsmouth  (b)  is  a  leading  case  upon  this  branch  of  the 
subject,     Abbott,  C.  J.,   there  says:   ''At  the  time  the 
orders  were  given  and  executed.  Lord  Portsmouth  was 
living  with  his  family,  and  there  was  no  reason  to  suppose 
that  the  plaintiffs  knew  of  his  insanity.     I  thought  the 
case  very  distinguishable  from  an  attempt  to   enforce  a 
contract  not  executed,  or  one  made  under  circumstances 
which  might  have  induced  a  reasonable  person  to  sup- 
pose the  defendant  of  unsound  mind.     The  latter  would 
be  cases  of  imposition;  and  I  desired  that  my  judgment 
might  not  be  taken  to  be,  that  such  contracts  would 
bind,  although  I  was  not  prepared  to  say  that  they  would 
not"    In  Gore  v.    Gibson  (c),  the  distinction  Is  clearly 
pointed  out,  namely,  that,  to  make  a  party  liable  for  ne- 
cessaries, it  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be  the  assent 
of  both  parties.     Pollock,  C.  B.,  there  says:  "With  regard, 
however,  to  contracts  which  it  is  sought  to  avoid  on  the 
ground  of  intoxication,  there  is  a  distinction  between  ex- 
press and  implied  contracts.     Where  the  right  of  action 


(a)  1  Sid.  112.  {h)  6  B.  &  C.  170. 

(c)  13  M.  &  W.  C23. 
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Is  grounded  upon  a  specific  distinct  contract,  requiring  the  1848. 
assent  of  both  parties,  and  one  of  them  is  incapable  of  molton 
assenting,  in  such  a  case  there  can  be  no  binding  contract;  ^* 

but  in  many  cases  the  law  does  not  require  an  actual  agree- 
ment between  the  parties,  but  implies  a  contract,  from  the 
orcumstances;  in  fact,  the  law  itself  makes  the  contract  for 
the  parties.    Thus,  in  actions  for  money  had  and  received 
to  the  plaintiff's  use^  or  money  paid  by  him  to  the  defend- 
ant's use,  the  action  may  lie  agunst  the  defendant,  even 
though  he  may  have  protested  against  such  a  contract. 
So,  a  tradesman  who  supplies  a  drunken  man  with  neces- 
saries may  recover  the  price  of  them,  if  the  party  keeps 
them  when  he  becomes  sober,  although  a  count  for  goods 
bargained  and  sold  would  tsSL    In  this  case,  the  defendant 
is  still  liable  for  the  consideration  for  his  indorsement, 
although  the  indorsement  itself  can  give  the  plaintiff  no 
title."     [JParke,  B. — A  fourth  exception  is  mentioned  in 
JBeverky's  ease,  viz.  a  recognisance.    Alderson,  B. — Suppose 
the  lunatic  is  benefited,  do  you  argue  that  in  such  case  the 
contract  is  void?]   It  is  submitted  that  it  would  be.  [He  also 
referred  to  NdU  v.  MorUy  (a),  and  Kent's  Commentary, 
451.]     In  TurMT  v.  Meyers  {b)y  Sir  W.  Scott  says,  "It  is,  I 
conceive,  perfectly  dear  in  law,  that  a  party  may  come  for- 
ward to  maintain  his  own  past  incapacity,  and  also,  that  a 
defect  of  incapacity  invalidates  the  contract  of  marriage,  as 
well  as  any  other  contract.     It  is  true,  that  there  are  some 
obscure  dicta  in  the  earlier  commentators  on  the  law  (c), 
that  a  marriage  of  an  insane  person  could  not  be  invali- 
dated on  that  account — ^founded,  I  presume,  on  some  notion 
that  prevailed  in  the  dark  ages,  of  the  mysterious  nature  of 
the  contract  of  marriage,  in  which  its  spiritual  nature  almost 
entirely  obliterated  its  civil  character.     In  more  modem 

(o)  9  Ves.  jun.  478.  (5)  1  Hagg.  C.  R.  414. 

(c)  Sanchez,  lib.  1,  disp.  8,  num.  16. 

kk2 
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1848.        times^  it  has  been  considered  in  its  proper  lighty  as  a  citiI 
MoLTON      contract  as  well  as  a  religious  vow,  and,  like  all  cavil  con- 
^    ^'  tracts,  will  be  invalidated  by  want  of  consent  of  capable 

persons."     [PoHock^  C.  B. — I  recollect  a  case  where  a  mar- 
riage was  set  aside,  although  there  was  no  appearance  of 
lunacy  at  the  time  of  the  offer  of  marriage.]     Fothier,  in 
his  Treatise  on  Obligations  (a),  says,  ^^  A  contract  is  a  par- 
ticular kind  of  agreement ;  to  understand  the  nature  of  a 
contract,  we  should,  therefore,  previously  understand  the 
nature  of  an  agreement.     An  agreement  is  the  consent  of 
two  or  more  persons  to  form  some  engagement,  or  to  resdnd 
or  modify  an  engagement  already  made,  Duonun  vel  pla- 
num in  idem  placitum  consensus.'*     Again,  in  speaking  of 
persons  capable  or  incapable  of  contracting,  he  B&je(6), 
''  The  essence  of  a  contract  consisting  in  consent,  it  follows 
that  a  person  must  be  capable  of  giving  his  consent,  and 
consequently,  must  have  the  use  of  his  reason,  in  order  to 
be  able  to  contract"    In  the  Appendix  to  that  article,  the 
distinction  is  pointed  out  between  persons  incapable  by  law 
of  contracting,  and  those  incapable  by  nature. 

Secondly,  the  annuity  is  void,  for  want  of  the  inrol- 
ment  of  a  memorial,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  53  Geo.  3, 
c  141.     [Parke,  B. — If  the  grantor  of  an  annuity  chooses 
to  go  on  paying  it,  it  does  not  lie  in  the  mouth  of  the 
grantee  to  say  that  the  annuity  is  void.    If  any  point  was 
ever  settled,  I  should  say  that  was.]     The  17  Qeo,  3,  c. 
26,  s.  1,  declares,  that  all  deeds,  whereby  annuities  are 
granted,  shall  be  null  and  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes, 
unless  a  memorial  be  registered  in  manner  prescribed  by 
that  act.    An  opinion  has  long  prevailed,  that  the  statute 
was  intended  for  the  benefit  of  grantors  only,  and  therefore 
the  word  "  void"  must  be  construed  "  voidable ;"  that  doc- 
trine, however,  is  at  variance  with  the  object  of  the  legis- 
lature.  In  Crosley  v.  Arkwright{c)y  where  a  person,  against 

(a)  P.  1,  c.  1, 8. 1,  art.  1.        (ft)  Id.,  art.  4.         (c)  2  T.  B.  e03. 
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whom  a  fi.  fa.  issued,  was  in  possession  of  goods  under  a  1848. 
deed  given  in  consideration  of  an  antecedent  debt  and  an  moltow" 
annuity,  of  which  no  memorial  had  been  enrolled,  it  was  _  ^* 
held  that  the  sheriff  might  return  nulla  bona,  for  the  an- 
nuity deed  was  absolutely  void.  Btdler,  J.,  there  says, 
*'  The  words  of  this  statute  are  as  strong  as  possible ;  it 
makes  the  deed  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever." 
Saunders  v.  Hardinge  (a)  also  decided,  that  every  deed  by 
which  an  annuity  is  secured,  and  which  is  not  properly  re- 
gistered, is  voidy  not  voidable  only.  In  Denn  v.  Dolman  (&), 
which  is  to  the  same  effect.  Lord  Kenyan  adverts  to  the  dis- 
tinction between  the  language  of  the  17  Geo.  3,  c.  26,  s.  1, 
and  that  of  the  Registration  Act,  7  Anne,  c  20,  s.  1,  which 
declares  that  a  conveyance  not  registered  '^  shall  be  ad- 
judged fraudulent  and  void  against  any  subsequent  pur- 
chaser or  mortgagee  for  valuable  consideration."  Some 
expressions  of  Tindaly  C.  J.,  in  the  case  of  Cotoper  v.  GW- 
fnond{c)y  have  given  rise  to  a  contrary  doctrine.  That  case 
proceeded  on  the  authority  of  Weddel  v.  Lynam  (d),  Waters 
V.  ManseU  («),and  Davis  v.  Bryan  (/) ;  the  former  of  which 
alone  is  in  point,  but,  at  the  same  time,  is  a  Nisi  Prius  de- 
cision which  never  received  the  consideration  of  the  Court 
in  banc  The  true  mode  of  construing  statutes  is  to  adhere 
to  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the  words,  unless  that  is  at 
variance  with  the  intention  of  the  legblature  :  Beche  v. 
Smith  (y),  Biffin  v.  Yarke{k). 

Per  Cubiam: — We  feel  no  doubt  about  the  last  point. 
Both  reason  and  authority  shew  that  it  is  not  competent  for 
the  grantee  of  an  annuity,  who  has  omitted  to  inrol  a  memo- 
rial, to  profit  by  his  own  default,  and  set  up  the  want  of 
registration  against  the  grantor.     The  law  was  settled  by 

(a)  5  T.  R.  9.  (e)  3  Taant.  66. 

(b)  6  T.  E.  641.  (/)  6  B.  &  C.  661. 

(c)  9  Bing.  748.  (^)  2  M.  &  W.  191. 

(d)  1  Esp.  309.  (A)  6  M.  &  G.  428. 
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1848.        the  cases  of  Davis  v.  Bryan  (a),  ChurchiU  v.  Bertrand  {p\ 
^  '     "      and  Cowper  v.  Godmcnd{c). 


V. 

Cabchoux. 


Gumeyf  for  the  defendant. — ^It  is  conceded  that  an  «»• 
executed  contract  by  a  lunatic  cannot  be  enforced ;  but  there 
is  no  case  in  which  an  executed  contract,  made  for  yaluable 
consideration,  and  without  notice  of  fraud,  has  been  held 
Yoid.  In  Palmer  v.  Parkhurst  (i),  the  bill  charged  that  the 
pretended  satisfaction  was  not  valuable,  and  was  done  in 
prejudice  of  the  lunatic;  the  answer  did  not  state  it  to  be 
valuable.  In  Clerk  v.  Clerk  (e)  the  conveyance  was  volun- 
tary and  without  consideration.  In  Addison  v.  Dawson  (/) 
fraud  was  allied  and  proved.  Howard  v.  Digby  {g)  shews 
that  the  law  will  sometimes  imply  a  contract,  notwithstand- 
ing lunacy.  The  earlier  cases  do  not  proceed  on  the  ground, 
now  exploded,  that  a  lunatic  cannot  stultify  himself,  but 
that  such  contracts  are  not  fiur  and  equal  between  the  par- 
ties. On  tiiat  principle,  an  exchange,  if  equal,  was  held 
good.  Perkins,  in  his  Profitable  Book  (A),  sajrs,  ''  And  if 
a  man  of  unsound  memory,  being  sdsed  of  land  in  fee,  ex- 
changes the  same  with  a  stranger  for  other  land  in  fee,  and 
the  exchange  is  executed,  and  he  of  unsound  memory  dies, 
and  his  heir  enters  into  the  land  taken  in  exchange  by  his 
father,  now  he  shall  not  avoid  this  exchange."  So  with  re- 
qpeot  to  partition,  in  Co.  Litt.  166.  a.,  it  is  said, ''  If  copar- 
ceners make  partition  at  full  age,  and  unmarried,  and  of 
sane  memorie,  of  lands  in  fee  simple,  it  is  good  and  firm  for 
ever,  albeit  the  values  be  unequal ;  but  if  it  be  of  lands  en- 
tailed, or  if  any  of  the  parceners  be  of  non  sane  memories  it 
shall  bind  the  parties  themselves,  but  not  their  issue,  unleu 
it  be  equoL*  Also  inBac  Abr.  tit  ''Idiots  and  Lunatics,"  (F)^ 
it  is  said, ''  The  feo£Bnent  of  an  idiot  or  n<m  compos  is  not 

(a)  6  B.  &  C.  051.  (f)  2  Yem.  413. 

(b)  2  6.  &  D.  648.  (/)  Id.  678. 

(c)  9  Bing.  748.  (j)  2  CI.  &  Fuu  634. 

{d)  Ch.  Gas.  112.  (A)  Tit.  *"  Exchai^e,"  pL  296. 
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Toid,  but  voidable ;  but  it  counot  be  avoided  by  himflelf,  by         1848. 
entry,  &c. ;  and  the  reason  hereof,  given  in  some  books,  is,       molton 
as  before  observed,  because  no  man  by  law  is  permitted  to      ^    v* 

,  Camroux. 

disable  himself.  The  better  reason  in  this  case  seems  to  be, 
ihat»  anciently,  these  feoffinents  were  not  only  made  for  the 
benefit  of  the  parties,  but  of  the  realm,  being  annually  paid 
for  by  the  attendance  of  the  tenants,  in  military  service  or 
in  tillage,  and  so  were  presumed  to  be  equally  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  lord  and  tenant;  and  therefore,  they  were  not 
holden  to  be  void  in  themselves."  A  lunatic  may  grant  by 
fine ;  for,  that  proceeding  having  formerly  taken  place  before 
a  judge,  he  was  presumed  to  guard  against  any  unfair  ad- 
vantage being  taken  of  the  lunatic:  Murky  v.  Sherren  (a). 
[JParhey  B. — Was  it  not  rather  that  the  judge  was  supposed 
to  take  care  that  the  party  was  in  a  fit  state  of  mind  ?]  The 
form  of  pleas  in  avoidance  of  contracts,  on  the  ground  of 
lunacy  or  drunkenness,  shews  that  the  inquiry  in  those  cases 
is  as  to  the  transaction  being  fair ;  for  such  pleas  invariably 
contain  an  averment  of  notice :  Dane  v.  Viscountess  Kirk- 
wall (b),  Gore  V.  Gibson  (c).  In  Sentance  v.  Poole  (d),  where 
the  defence  of  imbecility  of  mind  was  set  up  in  an  action 
by  indorsee  against  maker  of  a  promissory  note.  Lord 
Tenterden  told  the  jury,  that, "  should  they  be  satisfied  that 
the  defendant  was  not  conscious  of  what  he  was  doing,  and 
that  he  was  imposed  upon  by  reason  of  his  imbecility  of 
mind,  they  ought  to  find  for  him."  That  learned  judge 
evidently  considered,  that  the  mere  fact  of  being  imbecile 
was  not  sufficient  to  avoid  the  contract,  without  shewing 
that  an  unfair  advantage  had  been  taken.  There  is  no 
distinction  in  principle  between  a  contract  by  a  lunatic  for 
necessaries  or  for  any  other  purpose,  except  that  necessaries 
are  evidence  to  shew  the  fairness  of  the  contract  It  is 
true  that  Baxter  v.  The  Earl  of  Portsmouth  (e)  was  a  case 


(a)  8  A.  &  E.  754.  (d)  3  C.  &  P.  1. 

(b)  8  C.  &  P.  679.  (e)  6  B.  &  C.  170. 

(c)  13  M.  &  W.  623. 
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1848.  of  necessaries;  but  the  judgment  of  Lord  TenUrden  pro- 
\laitoyi  ceeds  on  the  ground,  that  the  only  contracts  open  to  dispute 
^    v*  are  those  not  executed,  or  made  under  circumstances  which 

might  have  mduced  a  reasonable  person  to  suppose  the 
party  was  of  unsound  mind.  WHOiaanB  v.  Wentworthia) 
shews  that,  in  the  case  of  necessaries  supplied  to  a  lunatic, 
the  law  will  imply  a  promise  to  pay.  In  Browne  v.  Jodr 
dreU(b)y  thedefendant  wascharged  on  acontract,  asamember 
of  an  institution,  and  Lord  Tenterden  ruled  that  unsound- 
ness of  mind  was  no  defence,  unless  it  were  shewn  that  the 
plaintiff  imposed  on  the  defendant.  Keference  is  there  made 
to  a  case  of  Levy  v.  Baker^  in  which  the  ruling  of  Besty  J., 
is  to  the  same  effect.  Dane  v.  Viscountess  Kirkwall  {c\ 
and  Clarke  v.  Metcalf{d)y  are  also  cases  in  which  lunatics 
were  held  liable  on  contracts,  though  not  for  necessaries. 
No  case  has  yet  decided,  that  an  executed  contract,  if  fair 
and  bon&  fide,  can  be  questioned  on  the  ground  of  the 
lunacy  of  one  of  the  parties.  It  is  said  that  a  lunatic  is 
not  criminally  responsible ;  but  the  more  correct  statement 
would  be,  that  a  person  being  a  lunatic  cannot  be  guilty 
of  that  which  amounts  to  murder  or  high  treason.  [PorAe, 
B. — In  Beverley^ s  case  («),  Lord  Coke  says,  that  a  lunatic  may 
commit  high  treason  if  he  kills  or  offers  to  kill  the  King.] 
A  lunatic  is  liable  civilly  for  a  trespass ;  he  is  also  liable  as 
an  innkeeper,  for  the  loss  of  his  guest's  goods :  Cross  y.  An- 
drews (/)•  Whether  or  no  he  can  state  an  account,  seems 
undecided:  Tarbuck  v.  Bispham  (ff).  In  SeBn/  v.  Jack- 
son (A),  the  Court  refused  to  set  aside  deeds  executed  by  a 
lunatic  while  under  restraint  in  an  asylum.  The  Master 
of  the  Bolls,  in  delivering  judgment,  says:  '^  In  this  case  it 
is  very  remarkable,  that  there  is  no  allegation  of  fraud 
against  the  defendants,  no  pretence  that  coercion  was  used, 

(a)  6  Beav.  325.  (e)  4  Rep.  123  a. 

(b)  3  C.  &  P.  30.  (/  )  Cro.  Eliz.  622. 

(c)  8  C.  &  P.  679.  (^)  2  M.  &  W.  2. 
Id)  Cited  in  Smith  on  Con-  (A)  6  Beav.  192. 

tracts,  230. 
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or  any  stratagem,  or  any  contrivance,  employed  to  compel         1848. 
or  induce  the  plaintiff  to  do  an  act  in  any  way  tending  to       "    "     " 
the  personal  benefit  of  the  defendants."    This  case  falls  «'• 

within  the  rule  laid  down  in  NieU  v.  Morley{a)y  vi2.  that  a 
court  of  equity  will  not  interfere  to  set  aside  the  contract 
of  a  lunatic,  if  fair  and  without  notice,  espedally  where  the 
parties  cannot  be  reinstated.  The  question  is  not,  whether 
the  payment  of  the  premiums  could  have  been  enforced 
against  the  lunatic  in  his  lifetime,  but  whether  the  purchase- 
money  can  now  be  recovered  back.  In  many  respects  the 
case  of  a  lunatic  is  assimilated  to  that  of  an  infant;  and  the 
observations  of  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Zouch  v.  Parsons  (&),  are 
applicable  to  both,  viz.,  that  *^  the  privilege  is  a  shield,  and 
not  a  sword."  This  is  like  the  attempt  to  recover  premiums 
p^d  on  an  insurance  without  interest ;  in  which  case  it  has 
been  held,  that  the  premiums  cannot  be  recovered  after  the 
risk  has  been  run :  Lowry  v.  Bourdieu  (c).  So  also  with 
respect  to  premiums  paid  on  a  policy  void  under  the  19 
Geo,  3,  c  37  :  Andree  v.  Fletcher  (d) ;  or  any  illegal  assur- 
ance: Lubbock  V.  Potts  (e);  Morck  v.  Abel{f). 

Needham,  in  reply. — The  case  of  Baxter  v.  The  Earl  of 
Portsmouth  did  not  establish  the  rule,  but  the  exception. 
The  maxim  of  the  Boman  law,  ^'furiosus  nullum  negotium 
gerere  potest,  quia  non  inteUigit  quod  agit "  (ff),  has  been 
adopted  by  all  text  writers  in  every  civilised  community. 
Upon  what  principle  is  it  that  a  lunatic  cannot  suffer  a  re* 
covery,  and  that  his  bond  is  void,  unless  it  be  that  he  can- 
not make  a  contract  ?  In  Thompson  v.  Leach  (A),  the  Court 
say,  **  The  grants  of  in£Euits  and  persons  non  compos  are 
parallel,  both  in  law  and  reason."  A  lunatic,  not  having  the 
power  of  consenting,  is  incapable  of  making  a  contract. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

(a)  9  Ves.  jun.  478.  («)  7  East,  449. 

lb)  1  W.  Bl.  676.  (/)  3  Bos.  &  P.  35. 

(c)  2  Dougl.  468.  Iff)  Inst.,  lib.  3,  tit.  20,  a.  8. 

{d)  3  T.  R.  266.  (^)  3  Mod.  310. 
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1848.  The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

MoLTON  Pollock,  C.  B.— This  was  an  action  for  money  had  and 

Camroux.  received,  brought  to  recover  from  the  defendant,  (as  secre- 
tary to  an  Assurance  and  Annuity  Society),  two  sums  pidd 
by  the  intestate  Thomas  Lee,  in  his  lifetime,  as  the  price  or 
consideration  for  two  annuities  granted  by  the  society,  de- 
terminable with  his  life.  At  the  trial,  the  money  was 
claimed  on  two  grounds :  first,  that  the  grantee  was  not  of 
sound  mind  at  the  time  the  contract  was  made,  and  was 
therefore  incapable  of  contracting,  and,  there  being  no  con- 
tract, or  a  void  contract,  the  money  was  recoverable ;  second- 
ly, that  there  was  no  memorial  of  the  annuities  inroUed,  and 
therefore  they  were  void,  and  the  money  could  be  recovered 
back.  Both  the  points  were  reserved  at  the  trial ;  and  sub- 
sequently, on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  a  special  verdict  was 
entered  by  agreement,  setting  forth  the  facts  of  the  case, 
and  raising  the  two  points  above  stated. 

The  special  verdict  was  argued  before  us  on  the  17  th  and 
21st  of  January  last,  when  the  Court  expressed  a  very  dear 
opinion,  that  the  second  ground,  of  want  of  inrolment  of  a 
manorial,  could  not  be  supported,  on  the  authority  of  the 
case  of  Davis  v.  Bryan  (a),  (and  of  other  cases),  where  the 
point  was  expressly  decided :  but  as  to  the  other  ground, 
the  Court  took  time  to  consider;   and  upon  deliberation 
we  are  all  of  opinion,  that,  upon  the  finding  of  the  jury, 
that  the  *^  purchasing  the  said  annuities  were  transactions 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  the  affidrs  of  human  life,  and  that 
the  granting  of  the  said  annuities  were  fair  transactions, 
and  of  good  faith,  on  the  part  of  the  company,  without 
any  knowledge  or  notice  on  the  part  of  the  company  of  the 
unsoundness  of  mind,"  the  action  is  not  sustainable ;  and 
our  judgment  must  be  for  the  defendant. 

As  to  the  rule  of  tiie  common  law,  the  older  authorities 
difien  According  to  the  opinion  of  Littieton,  s.  405,  and 
Lord  Coke,  1  Inst  247.  b.,  and  Beoerkjfs  case  (ft),  (disagree- 

(a)  6  B.  &  C.  661.  (b)  4  Rep.  128,  a. 
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ing  with  Fitzherberf  8  ''  Natuxa  Brevium  "  202),  no  man  1848. 

could  be  allowed  to  stultify  himself  and  avoid  his  acts,  on  'uwurmt 

the  ground  of  his  being  non  compos  mentis ;  but  certainly  v* 


the  law  did  not  allow  the  party  himself  to  set  aside,  by  any 
^ea  of  insanity,  acts  of  a  public  and  notorious  character,  such 
as  acts  done  in  a  court  of  record,  and  feoffionenta  with  li- 
very of  seisin,  the  doing  or  executing  of  which  would  not 
presumably  be  allowed,  unless  a  party  appeared  to  be  of 
sound  mind. 

The  purchase  also  by  a  lunatic  was  valid,  and  vested  the 
estate,  and  though  his  heirs  might  disagree  to  it,  he  could 
not  (a). 

But  the  rule,  as  above  laid  down  by  Littleton  and  Coke, 
has,  no  doubt,  in  modem  times  been  relaxed,  and  unsound- 
nessof  mind(as  also  intoxication)  would  now  be  agood  defence 
to  an  action  upon  a  contract,  if  it  could  be  shewn  that  the  de- 
fendant was  not  of  capacity  to  contract,  and  the  plaintiff 
knew  it.     The  cases  of  Dcme  v.  Viscountess  Kirkwall  (&), 
and  Gore  v.  Gibson  (c),  were  cited  to  prove  this,  and  their 
authority  ftdly  supports  the  doctrine  contended  for.     The 
plaintiff's  counsel  distinguished  the  cases  of  Broume  v.  Jod- 
dreU  (d)y  and  Baxter  v.  TTie  Earl  of  Portsmouth  (e\  and 
other  cases  of  that  sort,  on  the  groimd  that  necessaries  fur- 
nished to  a  lunatic  were  an  exception  to  the  general  doctrine 
that  he  could  not  make  a  contract ;  and  he  cited  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  in  the  case  of  Gore  v.  Gilh- 
son,  as  shewing  a  distinction  between  express  and  implied 
contracts,  and  deciding  that  all  express  contracts  were  void, 
if  the  parties  to  them  were  inci^able  of  making  a  contract 
On  the  other  hand,  it  was  argued  by  the  defendant's  coun- 
sel, that  there  was  a  distinction  between  contracts  executed 
and  executory;  that  executory  contracts  could  not  be  en- 
forced, but  that  executed  contracts  could  not  be  disturbed. 


(a)  Co.  Litt.  2.  (d)  I  Moo.  &  M.  105. 

(b)  8  C.  &  P.  679.  (e)  2  C.  &  P.  178;  6  B.  &  C. 

(c)  13M.&W.623.  170. 
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1848.        if  made  in  good  faith  and  without  notice  of  the  incapadtj; 
MoLTON       ^^^  ^^  called  our  attention  to  this,  that  all  the  cases  cited 
V*  were  cases  where  damac^es  for  the  breach  of  an  executory 

contract  were  m  question,  but  that  no  case  had  yet  de- 
cided,  that  an  executed  contract,  if  perfectly  fidr  and  bon& 
fide,  could  be  questioned  on  the  ground  of  the  unsoundness 
of  mind  of  one  of  the  parties ;  and  he  cited  the  cases  of 
Howard  v.  The  EarlofDigby  (a),  WilUams  v.  Wmtworth  {b\ 
and  Selby  v.  Jackson  (c),  to  shew  that  the  House  of  liOrds 
in  the  first  case,  and  Lord  Langdale  in  the  two  last,  had 
recognised  the  liability  of  lunatics  or  their  estate,  in  respect 
of  contracts  bon&  fide  acted  upon.  The  case  of  NieU  v. 
MorUy  (d),  before  Sir  WUUam  Grant,  to  the  same  efifect^  had 
been  cited  before  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintifil 

As  far  as  we  are  aware,  this  is  the  first  case  in  which  it 
has  been  broadly  contended,  that  the  executed  contracts  of 
a  lunatic  must  be  dealt  with  as  absolutely  void,  however 
entered  into,  and  although  perfectly  fair,  bon&  fide,  reason- 
able, and  without  notice  on  the  part  of  those  who  have 
dealt  with  the  lunatic 

On  looking  into  the  cases  at  law,  we  find  that,  in  Broume 
y.  Joddrelly  Lord  Tenterden  says,  ''  I  think  the  defence  (of 
unsoundness  of  mind)  will  not  avail,  unless  it  be  shewn  that 
the  plaintiff  imposed  on  the  defendant." 

In  Baxter  v.  The  Earl  of  Portsmouth  (e),  (the  Nisi  Prius 
authority  of  which  is  in  2  C.  &  P.  178),  Abbott,  C.  J., 
with  the  concurrence  of  the  rest  of  the  Court,  lud  down 
the  same  doctrine. 

In  Dane  v.  Viscountess  KirkwaUj  Mr.  Justice  Patteson, 
in  directing  the  jury,  stud,  '^  It  is  not  sufiicient  that  Lady 
Kirkwall  was  of  unsound  mind,  but  you  must  be  satisfied 
that  the  plaintiff  knew  it,  and  took  advantage  of  it." 

We  are  not  disposed  to  lay  down  so  general  a  proposition, 
as  that  all  executed  contracts  bonft  fide  entered  into  must 

(a)  2  CI.  &  Fin.  634.  {d)  9  Yes.  478. 

(ft)  6  BeaT.  326.  (e)  5  B.  &  C.  170. 

(c)  6Beay.  192. 
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be  taken  as  yalid,  though  one  of  the  partaes  be  of  unsound        1848. 
mind;  we  think,  however,  that  we  may  safely  conclude,      moltoJ 
that  when  a  person,  apparently  of  sound  mind,  and  not  ^^ 

known  to  be  otherwise,  enters  into  a  contract  for  the  pur- 
chase of  property  which  is  fair  and  bon&  fide,  and  which  is 
executed  and  completed,  and  the  property,  the  subject-mat- 
ter of  the  contract,  has  been  paid  for  and  folly  enjoyed, 
and  cannot  be  restored  so  as  to  put  the  parties  in  statu  quo, 
such  contract  cannot  afterwards  be  set  aside,  either  by  the 
alleged  lunatic,  or  those  who  represent  him.  And  this  is 
the  present  case,  for  it  is  the  purchase  of  an  annuity  which 
has  ceased. 

On  these  grounds  ^e  think  our  judgment  ought  to  be  for 

the  defendant. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant  (a)« 

(a)  Affirmed  on  error  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  (May 
29, 1849). 


Gawler  v.  Chaplin  and  two  Others.  j^^  g 


Case. 


I. — The  declaration  stated,  that  two  several  writs  In  an  action  on 

of  fieri  facias  had  issued  out  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  the  ^eriS^e 

Bench,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex,  upon  two  se-  f^iwmn°*that 

veral  judgments  recovered  by  one  James  Lees  against  the  t''®  ^"*»  of  a. 

fa,  had  been 

now  plaintiff,  which  said  writs  were  indorsed  &c,  and  were  delivered  to  him 

afterwards,  and  before  the  respective  returns  thereof,  to  itatcd*thatthe' 

wit,  on  &c,  delivered  to  the  defendants  W.  J.  Chaplin  ^J^"^'/" 

and  J.  L.,  who  then,  and  from  thence  until  and  at  and  under  colour  of 

the  writs, 
wrongfoUj  and 
injorionalj  aeized  goods  of  the  plaintiff,  of  much  greater  Talne  than  sufficient  to  par  and  sadsf j 
the  sum  of  monej,  interest,  poundage,  &c.,  indorsed  on  the  writs,  althongh  the  derendants  well 
knew  that  the  monej  arising  from  a  part  of  the  goods  so  seized  would  be  sufficient  to  satisfy 
the  indorsement  on  the  writs ;  yet  the  defendant,  contriving  Stc.,  afterwards,  under  colour  of 
the  sdd  writs,  wrongfully  &c.  did  sell  and  dispose  of  more  goods  than  necessary  to  satisfy  the 
indorsement  on  the  writs ;  and  the  defendant,  further  disregarding  his  duty  &c.,  then  sold 
the  said  goods  for  a  much  less  sum  of  money  than  he  could,  might,  and  ought  to  have  sold 
the  tame : — Held  sufficient,  on  motion  in  arrert  of  judgment. 
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1848.        after  the  return  of  the  said  writSi  were  sheriff  of  the  said 

Gawlxr      county  of  Middlesex ;  and  the  defendant  AL  S.,  as  their 

_    ^'  bailiff,  afterwards  and  before  the  return  of  either  of  the 

said  writs,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  within  the  bailiwick  of  the 


W.  J.  Chaplin  and  J.  L.,  as  such  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  un- 
der colour  of  the  writs,  wrongftilly  and  injuriously  sdzed 
and  took  in  execution  divers  goods  and  chattels,  that  is  to 
say,  (specifying  them),  of  the  now  plaintiff,  of  much  greater 
yalue  than  sufficient  to  pay  and  satisfy  the  sums  of  money, 
interest,  poundage,  and  expenses,  so  indorsed  on  the  said 
several  writs,  and  thereby  directed  to  be  levied  as  afore- 
said, to  wit,  of  the  value  of  &c.,  although  the  now  defend- 
ants then  well  knew,  that  the  money  arising  from  the  sale 
of  part  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels  so  seized  and  taken 
in  execution  as  aforesdd,  would  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  and 
pay  the  said  sum  of  money,  interest,  poundage,  and  ex- 
penses, so  indorsed  and  directed  to  be  levied  as  aforesaid; 
yet  the  now  defendants,  contriving  and  wrongfully  and  un- 
justly intending  to  injure,  oppress,  &c.,  the  now  plaintiff, 
afterwards,  to  wit,  &c,  under  colour  and  pretence  of  the 
said  several  writs,  wrongfully  and  injuriously  did  sell  and 
dispose  of  many  more  of  such  goods  and  chattels  than  were 
necessary  and  sufficient  to  pay  and  satisfy  the  said  sums 
of  money  and  interest,  poundage  and  expenses,  so  in- 
dorsed and  directed  to  be  levied  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  the 
whole  of  the  siud  goods  and  chattels  so  seized  as  aforesaid, 
and  thereout  levied  a  much  greater  sum  than  was  sufficient 
to  pay  and  satisfy  all  said  sums  of  money,  interest,  pound- 
age, and  expenses,  to  wit,  &c. ;   whereas  the  defendants 
then  levied  the  said  sum  of  money,  interest,  poundage,  and 
expenses  out  and  by  means  of  the  sale  of  part  of  the  said 
goods  and  chattels,  to  wit,  one-fifth  part  thereof:  and  the 
defendants,  further  disregarding  their  duty  in  that  behalf, 
and  contriving  to  injure  the  phuntiff,  wrongfully  and  in- 
juriously then  sold  the  said  goods  and  chattels  for  a  much 
less  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  for  &c,  being  much  less,  to  wit, 


Chaplin. 
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&c.;  less  than  the  same  were  really  worth,  and  for  which        1848. 
the  defendants  could  and  might  have  and  ought  to  have      gawlbii 
sold  the  same:  and  the  defendants  then  converted  and      _    «• 
disposed  of  the  monies  arising  firom  the  said  sale  to  their, 
the  defendants',  own  use ;  by  means  whereof  &c    The  de- 
fendants pleaded  not  guilty,  with  other  pleas,  upon  which 
issue  was  joined. 

At  the  trial  of  the  cause,  before  Bolfe,  B.,  at  the  Mid- 
dlesex sittings,  in  Hilary  Term  last,  the  plaintiff  obtained 
a  verdict.     In  the  same  term,  (Jan.  19), 

Humfrey  moved  for  a  rule  calling  on  the  pluntiff  to  shew 
cause  why  the  judgment  should  not  be  arrested,  or  for 
a  venire  de  novo ;  or  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial, 
on  the  ground  of  the  verdict  being  against  the  evidence. 
There  are  three  breaches  in  the  present  declaration,  and, 
if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  either  of  them  is 
bsufficient,  the  defendants  will  be  entitled  to  a  venire  de 
novo.  The  first  breach  is  bad.  It  charges  the  defen- 
dants with  seizing  goods  of  the  plaintiff,  of  greater  value 
than  sufiicient  to  satisfy  the  sums  indorsed  upon  the  writ 
of  execution.  But  the  sheriff  is  justified  in  seizing 
enough  to  satisfy  all  demands  for  rent  and  taxes.  The 
breach  does  not  contain  any  allegation  that  the  seizure  was 
excessive  or  imreasonable.  The  second  breach  is  also  bad 
on  the  same  grounds.  It  should  have  alleged  that  the 
defendants  sold  more  goods  than  sufficient  to  meet  the 
rent.  Then  the  third  breach  does  not  state  that  the  goods 
were  sold  negligently  or  improperly.  [A>^,  B. — That 
breach  allies  that  the  goods  were  sold  for  much  less  than 
the  defendants  covidj  mighty  and  ovght,  to  have  sold  them 
for.]  He  referred  to  l%t2&p«v.£aco7i  (a).  [Parke,  B. — The 
eame  question,  with  respect  to  the  second  and  third  breaches, 
arose  in  a  case  nearly  similar  to  the  present,   Slade  v. 

(a)  9  East,  298. 
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1848.        Hawley  (a) ;  that  was  upon  spedal  demurrer.    The  defend- 

Gawlxii       *^^  °**y  ^®  *  "^®  ^^  *^®  ^^*  ground,  of  the  verdict  be- 

_    '•  ms  against  the  evidence,  but  we  will  consider  the  questioQ 

Chaplim.  .,.,-, 

as  to  arrestmg  the  judgment] 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

Parke,  B.,  on  a  subsequent  day,  (Jan.  31),  said: — Arole 
was  granted  in  this  case,  to  shew  cause  why  there  should  not 
be  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  the  verdict  being  against 
evidence.     There  was  also  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment.    It  was  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff  (who 
had  been  the  defendant  in  another  suit),  against  the  she- 
riff of  Middlesex,  for  a  wrongful  execution.     It  was  con- 
tended that  there  were  three  breaches,  the  first  alleged 
breach  being,  that  llie  defendants  wrongftdly  seized  goods 
of  the  plaintiff,  of  greater  value  than  sufficient  to  pay 
the  debt,  interest,  poundage,  and  expenses,  although  they 
well  knew  part  would  be  sufficient.     The  second,  which 
certainly  was  a  breach,  was  for  wrongfully  selling  more 
than  sufficient;  and  the  tiiird  was  for  selling  goods  for  less 
than  they  were  really  worth,  and  than  they  ought  to  have 
been  sold  for.     The  principal  objection  was  to  the  first  al- 
leged breach.   With  regard  to  the  second  and  third  there  is 
no  doubt:  both  are  perfectly  good  after  verdict,  although 
they  might  be  open  to  special  demurrer.     A  special  de- 
murrer prevuled  in  a  case  nearly  similar — ^that  of  Slade  y. 
Hawley  (b).   The  objection  is  therefore  confined  to  the  first 
breach,  which  alleges  that  the  sheriff  seized  more  goods— a 
larger  quantity  of  goods  than  were  sufficient,  knowing  that 
part  only  was  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  debt,  interest,  pound- 
age, and  expenses.     The  question  is,  whether  that  breach 
is  good.     We  are  all  of  opinion  it  is  a  good  breach.    The 
duty  of  the  sheriff,  when  he  receives  a  process  of  execution 
against  a  man's  goods,  is  to  seize  only  such  quantity  of 
goods  as  would  be  reasonably  sufficient  to  pay  the  amount 

(a)  13  M.  &  W.  757.  {b)  13  M.  &  W.  767. 
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indorsed  on  the  writ      Mr.  Humfrey  contended,  that  he         1843. 

ought  alflo  to  provide  for  any  rent  that  might  be  due  to      q^wler 

the   landlord.     The  consequence  of  that  doctrine  would     ^    *'* 

be,  that,  upon  an  execution  for  10/.,  if  the  premises  were 

liable  to  a  rent  of  100/.  a  year,  the  sheriff  might  seize  the 

whole  property  on  the  premises,  because  that  might  only 

be  sufficient  to  cov^r  the  amount  of  the  debt,  together  with 

the  rent  which  might  be  possibly  due.    But  we  think  the 

duty  to  seize  in  respect  of  a  year's  rent  does  not  arise  in 

the  first  instance,  until  the  landlord  has  made  a  claim: 

if  the  plaintiff  refuses  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  rent, 

the  sheriff  may  levy  that  amount  under  the  original  writ, 

and  consequently  seize  a  larger  quantity  of  goods.     But, 

in  the  first  instance,  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  is  confined  to 

seizing  goods  that  would  be  reasonably  sufficient,  if  sold,  to 

pay  the  sum  indorsed  on  the  writ — ^that  is,  the  debt,  interest 

upon  the  debt»  poundage,  and  expenses ;  and  if  the  sheriff 

seizes  more,  prim&  fiuue  he  is  a  wrongdoer.    We  think, 

therefore,  that  the  first  alleged  breach,  as  well  as  the  second 

and  third,  is  good,  and  consequently  we  cannot  grant  any 

rule  to  arrest  the  judgment.     The  rule  for  a  new  trial,  on 

the  ground  of  the  verdict  being  against  evidence,  must 

remain. 

Rule  refused. 

The  rule  on  the  other  point  was  now  discharged,  the 
parties  having  come  to  an  arrangement. 


VOL.  n.  L  L  EXCH, 
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1848. 

Ma^  31.  Jacobs  v.  Hyde. 

Platel  v.  Beyill. 
Turner  v.  Fulman. 

A  final  oFdisr      XhE  firsi-mentioiied  case  was  an  action  of  assampdt  by 

for  protectioii 

under  the  sta-  the  plaintiff  as  indorsee,  agunst  the  defendant,  the  acceptor, 

Yict.  c.  116,  of  a  bill  of  exchange  for  50/. 

"96  no^t  o^**  ^^^  defendant  pleaded,  that,  before  the  commencement  of 
protecto  the  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  3rd  of  May,  1846,  a  petition  for  pro- 
msoivent,  bat  tection  fix)m  process  was  duly  and  according  to  the  form  of 
S^to  w'to  *^®  statute  made,  and  presented  by  the  defendant  to  her  Ma- 
en  action  for  jesty's  Court  of  Bankruptcy ;  and  that  afterwards,  and  be- 

the  debt  **f  to  •  •%    t* 

which  it  ia  a  foFC  the  Commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  23rd  of 
protection,  and  j^^^  j^^  ^^  ^^  aforesaid,  a  final  order  for  protection  and 

ploided.  distribution  was  made  in  the  matter  of  the  said  petition  by 

j/o  an  action 

of  debt  the  de-  John  Samuei  Martin  Fonblanqne,  Esq.,  a  commissioner  of 

ed!  thatf  1^'  the  Said  Court  of  Bankruptcy  duly  authorised  in  that  behalf, 

^  5^6^  Ykt  ^^  ^^  ^®  causes  of  action  in  the  dedaratiicm  mentioned, 

c.  116,  and  be-  and  eYery  part  thereof,  were  contracted  before  the  date  of 

fore  the  7  &  8  '^ 

Vict.  e.  96,  and  filing  the  Said  petition.  Verification, — Replication,  that  a 
mencemento?'  ^^  order  for  protection  and  distributictti  was  not  made 
the  anit,  a  peti-  modo  ct  form& :  upon  which  replication  issue  was  joined. 

tion  for  pro-  '  ^  ^^  ^  *'       ^ 

tection  from  At  the  trial  of  this  cause,  before  Pollock^  C.  B.,  at  the  Mid- 
dniy,  according  dlcscx  Sittings  after  Easter  Term,  1847,  the  defendant  put 
Se^BtotafcTpre-  *^  *  ^°*^  order  for  protection  from  process,  under  the  5  &  6 
lented  by  the     Vict.  c.  116,  and  7  &  8  Vict  c  96,  in  the  form  specified 

defendant  t6  ,  . 

the  Court  of  in  the  schedule  of  the  latter  act,  but  with  the  following 
andaftmnirds    words  struck  out: — ''And  it  is  hereby  directed,  that  the 

filed  in  that 

court;  and 

that  tiierenpon,  and  after  the  passing  of  the  said  seoondlj-mentioned  act»  to  wit,  on  &c.,  a 

final  order  for  protection  and  distribution  was  made  in  the  matter  of  the  said  petition  bj  J.  B>r 

Esq.,  a  commissioner  of  tlie  said  eoort  duly  authorised ;  and  that  the  said  debts,  &c.  sccnied 

before  the  issoing  of  the  said  petition.    Yerification: — Heldgqod,  on  special  demurrer. 

Where  the  goods  of  an  insolvent  had  been  seised  under  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  issued  upon  a  ja<^- 
ment  signed  against  him,  and  between  tiie  date  of  the  judgment  and  the  issuing  of  the  writ  of 
ft.  fa.  he  had  obtained  an  order  for  protection  and  distribution,  under  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  U6|  the 
Court,  upon  motion,  set  aside  the  writ  on  terms. 
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proposal  of  the  said  petitioner  set  forth  in  his  petition,  for  i848. 
the  payment  of  his  debts,  be  carried  into  effect  in  the  fol- 
lowing manner ;  that  is  to  saj."  The  Lord  Chief  Baron 
was  of  opinion  tiiat  the  final  order  produced  was  not  "  a 
final  order  for  protection  and  distribution ;"  and  under  his 
Lordship's  direction  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict. 

Hake  obtained  a  rule  in  Trinity  Term,  1847,  calling  upon 
the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be 
set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  had,  on  the  ground  of  misdirec- 
tion.    Against  this  rule 

Humfrey^  (with  whom  was  &  Temfii)^  in  Easter  Term  last, 
(May  2),  shewed  cause. — The  case  of  Toomer  v.  GingeU{a) 
is  an  express  decision  upon  this  question.  It  was  there 
held,  that  a  final  order  under  the  7  &  8  Vict,  c  96,  s.  22, 
could  not  be  pleaded  at  law  to  an  action  fov  the  recovery 
of  a  debt  mentioned  in  the  insolvent's  sdiedule,  as  the  order 
was  for  the  protection  of  the  person  only.  Mamle^  J.,  there 
said,  "  It  certainly  serais  to  me  that  the  intention  of  the 
legislature  was,  to  restrict  the  protection  of  the  final  order 
to  the  person  of  the  petitioner." — He  was  then  stopped  by 
the  Court,  who  called  upon 

Hahef  in  support  of  the  rule. — Under  the  stat.  5  &  6 
Vict  c.  1 16,  two  classes  of  cases  arose — those  of  Meholls 
V.  Feyne  {V)  and  GiUom  v.  Deere  (c),  which  were  with  re- 
ference to  spedal  pleas  framed  on  the  4th  section  of  that 
act,  and  shew  clearly  that  the  plea  in  Toomet  v.  Gmgtll  was 
bad.  The  other  class,  namely,  the  case  of  Bindle  v.  Snell- 
mff{d)f  in  this  court,  aad  Cook  v.  Henson  («),  arose  on  the  st»- 
tutoiy  general  issue  given  by  the  10th  section,  and  are  de- 
dmons  to  the  effect  that  the  present  plea  is  good.     The 

(a)  3  C.  B.  322.  (d)  Not  reported. 

lb)  7  Man.  &  G.  927.  («)  1  C.  B.  908. 

(c)  2  C.  B.  309. 

ll2 
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2^48^  jJea  in  Toomer  v.  Gingell  was  obviously  bad  for  the  rea- 
sons given  by  the  Court  of  Common  Heas  in  NkhoUs 
y.  Payne  and  GiUon  y.  Deare.  It  is  therefore  higUj  pro- 
bable, that  that  Court,  in  the  case  of  Toomer  v.  Gingell^ 
grounded  their  decision  on  the  principles  on  which  they 
had  recently,  acted,  and  altc^ther  irrespectively  of  the 
provisions  of  the  stat.  7  &  8  Yict.  c  96.  Now,  the 
22nd  section  of  that  statute  is  substituted  for  the  4th  sec- 
tion of  the  Stat.  6  &  6  Vict  c  116,  leavbg  the  10th  sec- 
tion of  the  previous  act  unaffected  by  its  provisions.  The 
word  "  distribution"  must  receive  its  interpretation  from  the 
7th,  9th,  and  12th  sections  of  the  7  &  8  Vict.  Its  mean- 
ing receives  further  illustration  from  the  87th  section  of  the 
1  &  2  Vict,  a  110,  which  provides  for  the  mode  in  which 
after-acquired  estate  shall  be  ''  distributed  rateabfyJ^  These 
provisions  make  the  final  order  (if  granted)  the  means  of 
effecting  a  distribution  of  all  future  as  well  as  present  estate, 
until  all  the  debt  shall  have  been  satisfied.  But  if  the  final 
order  be  refiised,  the  10th  section  of  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  96, 
re-vests  the  property  in  the  petitioner.  The  legislature, 
therefore,  by  the  6  &  6  Vict  c.  116,  directs  the  final  order 
to  be  pleaded  according  to  the  legal  operation  which  those 
sections  impart  to  it ;  and  the  7  &  8  Yict,  c  96,  does  not  in 
any  way  alter  the  legal  effect  of  the  final  order,  but  only 
alters  the  form  of  it.  The  4th  section  of  the  5  &  6  Vict, 
c.  116,  describes  the  form  only  of  the  final  order,  and 
includes  only  such  estate  as  the  insdvent  may  possess  at 
the  date  of  the  final  order :  so  that,  so  fiir  as  it  respected 
the  future  estate,  the  effect  of  the  final  order  always  de- 
pended on  the  7th  section  of  the  stat  6  &  6  Vict  c.  1 16. 
It  would  have  the  effect  of  repealing  all  the  proviaionB 
touching  after-acquired  estate,  to  hold  that  final  orders  like 
the  present  are  not  within  the  meaning  of  the  10th  section 
of  the  5  &  6  Yict.  c.  116:  at  the  same  time,  it  would  super- 
add to  the  22nd  section  of  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  96,  the  follow- 
ing words  of  the  5  Geo.  2,  c.  30,  s.  9 :  — "  It  shall  only  protect 
his  person  from  arrest,  but  his  future  estate  shall  remain  habk 
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to  his  creditors.^  In  addition  to  this,  by  the  30th  section  of 
the  7  &  8  Yiet.  c.  96,  it  is  expressly  enacted,  that  the  peti- 
ti(Hier  shall,  as  regards  any  debts  which  may  have  been, 
through  mistake,  misstated  in  the  schedule,  be  entitled  to 
*^  every  benefit  and  protection  of  the  said  recited  act  and 
of  this  act."  And  by  the  9th  section,  the  petitioner  may 
except  out  of  the  operation  of  the  insolvent  law  working 
tools,  &c,  to  the  value  of  20/.  This  surely  is  not  saved 
from  the  operation  of  the  insolvent  law>  to  be  made  subject 
to  the  process  of  the  county  courts ;  yet  this  must  be  the 
case  if  the  petitioner  can  no  longer  plead  the  final  order  in 
bar.  In  the  last  place,  the  several  acts  upon  the  subject  of 
insolvency  must  be  looked  at  and  construed  as  one  ehiire 
system,  in  the  same  manner  as  are  statutes  relating^to  bank- 
ruptcy and  the  poor  laws:  Rex  v.  Loxdale{a).  For  the 
purposes  of  this  argument  it  will  be  advantageous  to  con- 
sider and  to  compare  together^  the  corresponding  sections 
of  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  116,  and  7  &  8  Vict  c  96,  and  the 
10th,  2Mh,  and  32nd  sections  of  the  63  Geo.  3,  c.  102,  and 
the  87th,  90th,  and  91st  sections  of  the  1  &  2  Vict,  c  110. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


1848. 


Platel  v.  Bevill. 

DEBT  by  the  payee  against  the  maker  of  a  promissory 
note.  Plea,  that,  after  the  accruing  of  the  said  debt,  &C5 
and  after  the  passing  of  an  act  of  Parliament  passed  in  a 
session  of  Parliament  held  in  the  fifth  and  sixth  years  of  the 
rdgn  of  her  present  Majesty  Queen  Victoria,  intituled  **  An 
Act  for  the  Belief  of  Insolvent  Debtors,''  and  before  the 
passing  of  a  certain  other  act  of  Parliament  passed  in  a 
session  of  Parliament  held  in  the  seventh  and  eighth  years 
of  the  reign  of  her  said  Majesty,  intituled  "  An  Act  to 


Platxl 
Bbvill. 


(a)  1  Burr.  44. 
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1848.  ameud  the  Law  of  Insolvency,  Bankruptcy,  and  Ezeca- 
tion,"  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit, 
on  the  22nd  day  of  July,  a.  d.  1844,  a  petition  for  the  i»o- 
tection  of  the  defendant  from  process  was  duly,  and  accord- 
ing to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
presented  by  the  defendant  to  her  Majesty's  Court  of  Bank- 
ruptcy, and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  afore- 
said, filed  in  the  said  court ;  and  thereupon  afterwards^  and 
before  the  conamencement  of  this  smt,  and  after  the  passing 
of  the  said  secondly-mentioned  act,  to  wit,  on  the  26th  day 
of  September,  1844,  a  final  order  for  protection  and  distri- 
bution was  made  in  the  matter  of  the  said  petition  by  J. 
Evans,  Esq.,  a  commissioner  of  the  said  Court  of  Bank- 
ruptcy duly  authorised  in  that  behalf;  and  that  the  said 
several  debts  and  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, and  each  and  every  of  them,  and  every  part  there- 
of, accrued  before  the  date  of  the  said  filing  of  the  said 
petition  in  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy.  Verification. 
Special  demurrer^  assigning  for  causes,  that  the  plea  b 
not  in  the  form  authorised  by  the  statute,  but  that  it  differs 
from  it  in  averring  that  the  petition  was  presented  and  the 
order  made  after  the  passing  of  the  act  in  the  plea  first 
mentioned,  and  before  the  passing  of  the  act  in  the  plea 
secondly  mentioned,  and  that  the  petition  was  filed  in  the 
said  court ;  that  the  proceedings  in  the  said  court  in  the 
matter  of  the  petition  and  final  order  of  the  commissioner 
are  not  averred  to  have  been  entered  of  record;  that  there 
is  no  reference  to  the  record,  and  the  plea  does  not  con- 
clude with  a  verification  by  the  record ;  that  it  is  not  stated 
with  sufiicient  particularity  how  the  commissioner  was 
authorised  to  act  in  the  matter,  and  that  he  signed  the  final 
order ;  that  the  order  ought  to  be  set  out,  in  order  that  the 
Coiurt  may  judge  of  its  legal  efiect ;  that  the  averment 
that  the  final  order  was  for  protection  and  distribution  is 
too  general ;  and  that  it  is  stated  to  have  been  made  after 
the  passing  of  the  second  statute,  which  does  not  apply  to 
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orders  made  in  that  form,  being  such  a  one  as  the  commia- 
uoner  bad  no  power  to  make. 

Suit  (May  6)  argued  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The 
plea  is  bad  in  substance  and  form.  The  case  of  Toomer  v. 
GingeU{a)  is  an  express  authority  upon  the  first  ground. 
\JParhe^  B. — This  question  is  now  pending  in  this  court,  in 
the  case  of  Jacobs  y.  Hyde^  which  was  recently  argued  here.] 
[Vie  then  contended  that  the  plea  was  bad  for  the  reasons 
pointed  out  by  the  demurrer,  and  cited  Lewis  v.  Harris  {b\ 
GiUon  v.  Dears  {c).  Cook  v.  IIenson(d),  TyUr  v.  Stun-^ 
ton  (jb\  Fisher  v.  Gibbon  (/),  and  Leaf  v.  Robson  (y).] 

Ringi  contr^  was  not  called  on. 

Pabke,  B. — ^We  all  think  that  this  plea  is  good  in  its 
present  form,  according  to  the  case  of  Cook  v.  Henson,  As 
to  the  mwi  question  in  the  case,  we  will  take  time  to  con- 
sider that. 

Cur.  adv.  yult 
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1848. 


Turner  v.  Pulman. 

IN  this  case  a  summons  had  been  obtained  by  the  de- 
fendant, in  the  Common  Pleas  at  Lancaster,  calling  on  the 
plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  writ  of  fieri  facias  issued 
in  this  cause,  and  all  subsequent  proceedings,  should  not  be 
set  aside,  with  costs,  the  defendant  haying,  previously  to 
the  issuing  of  the  sud  writ,  obtained  an  order  for  protec- 
tion and  distribution  of  his  effects  from  the  District  Court 
of  Bankruptcy  at  Manchester ;  and  why  in  the  meantime 


TuBNim 

9. 
PULMAN. 


(a)  3  C.  B.  822. 

{h)  17L.J.,Q.B.,121>. 

(c)  2  C.  B.  309. 

{d)  1  C.  B.  908. 


{e)  8  Q.  B.  810. 

(/)  2  Dowl.  &  L,  869. 

{g)  13  M.  &  W.  651. 
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1848^  all  further  proceedings  should  not  be  stayed.  It  appeared 
from  the  affidavits,  that,  on  the  25th  of  March,  1841,  the 
plaintiff  had  obtained  a  judgment  in  this  action,  and  that 
on  the  23rd  of  June,  1843,  a  writ  of  scire  fadas  was 
issued  thereon ;  that  on  the  15th  of  August  following  the 
plaintiff  signed  judgment  upon  that  scire  facias;  and  on 
the  10th  of  March,  1848,  a  fieri  facias  was  issued.  It 
further  appeared,  that  the  defendant  did,  on  the  26th  of 
June,  1843,  duly  file  his  schedule  and  petition  for  protect 
tion  from  process,  under  the  statute  5  &  6  Vict,  c  1 16, 
and  that  a  final  order  was  made  thereon  for  protection  and 
distribution,  by  E.  Ludlow,  Esq.,  the  commissioner  of  the 
said  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  on  the  20th  of  December,  1843, 
and  that  tiie  debt,  damages,  and  costs  sought  to  be  reco- 
vered by  this  action  were  inserted  in  that  schedule.  On 
the  20th  of  December,  1843,  the  plaintiff  was  appointed 
one  of  the  assignees  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  de- 
fendant; and  in  January,  1847,  a  dividend  was  declared, 
of  which  the  plaintiff  received  a  certain  sum.  On  the  1 0th 
of  March,  1848,  the  defendant's  goods  were  seized  under 
the  writ  of  fieri  fisuuas  above  mentioned. 

The  case  was  argued  in  the  present  term,  (May  27),  before 
AMerson,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  by 

Atkerton^  in  support  of  the  summons. — The  defendant  is 
entitied  to  protection  under  the  10th  section  of  the  5  &  6 
Vict.  c.  1 1 6.  It  will  be  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
that  this  order  for  protection  protects  the  person  of  the  in- 
solvent only.  \Alder8(mi  B. — That  question  is  at  the  present 
moment  before  this  Court.  Assuming  that  the  order  is  plead- 
able in  bar  as  a  defence  to  an  action,  imder  the  10th  section 
of  the  act  in  question,  you  may  proceed  to  the  question  whe- 
ther, under  the  fiicts  of  this  case,  the  defendant  b  entitled 
to  the  relief  he  asks.]    In  the  ease  of  Davis  v.  Shapky  (a), 

(a)  1  B.  &  Ad.  54. 
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which  was  like  the  present,  and  where  the  defendant  was      ^1848. 
a  bankrupt,  the  Court  interfered  and  set  aside  the  fieri  facias. 
That  was  under  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  121,  which  enacts, 
that  a  bankrupt  shall  be  discharged  from  all  debts   due 
by  him  when  he  became  bankrupt,  and  from  all  claims  and 
demands  thereby  made  proveable  under  the  commission,  in 
case  he  shall  obtain  his  certificate.   There  the  goods  of  the 
defendant,  a  certificated  bankrupt,  acquired  after  the  bank- 
ruptcy,  having  been  seized  under  a  fieri  facias  issued  upon  a 
judgment  in  respect  of  a  debt  due  before  the  bankruptcy, 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench  set  aside  the  fieri  facias.     So, 
in  the  case  of  Barrow  v.  Paik  (a),  the  same  Court  relieved 
the  defendant.     Loi*d  Tenterdm^  C.  J.,  there  said,  "  Whe- 
ther the  language  of  the  126th  section  is  sufficiently  ge- 
neral to  include  the  present  case  or  not,  does  not  seem  to 
me  to  be  very  material ;  it  points  out  the  course  of  proceed- 
ing in  particular  instances,  but  it  cannot  control  the  general 
words  of  the  12l8t  section;  and  it  being  manifest  that  the 
plaintifTs  demand  is  one  which  might  have  been  proved 
under  the  commission,  I  think  we  should  not  give  effect  to 
the  words  of  that  section,  which  provides  that  the  bankrupt 
obtaining  his  certificate  shall  be  discharged  from  every  de- 
mand proveable  under  the  commission,  if  we  were  to  reject 
the  present  application,  and  put  the  defendant  to  the  course 
which  has  been  suggested,"  namely,  to  an  audita  querela. 
The  37th  section  of  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  122,  is  a  re-enact- 
ment of  the  12l8t  section  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c  16.     Now, 
although  there  was  no  express  enactment  as  to  aAer- 
acquired  property  in  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  yet  the  Court 
granted  relief.     The  laws  of  bankruptcy  and  insolvency 
bear  a  strong  analogy  in  many  respects.     The  provisions 
for  the  vesting  of  the  insolvent's  property  in  the  assignees, 
under  the  7  th  and  9  th  sections  of  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  116, 
are  similar  to  those  under  the  bankrupt  law>  by  which 

(«)  IB.  &  A<1.  62t>. 
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1848.  a  bankrupts  property  is  vested  in  the  official  asrignees; 
and  the  8th  section  expresslj  refers  to  the  Bankrupt 
Act  (1  &  2  Will.  4t,  c.  56)  as  to  the  registry  of  the  cer- 
tificate of  the  appointment  of  the  assignees.  The  cases  of 
insolvency  and  bankruptcy  are  analogous  for  the  purposes 
of  this  application,  and  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  same 
relief  as  he  would  have  obtained  had  he  been  a  bankrupt. 

JET.  HUly  contriL — If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  be  relieved  from  the  effect 
of  this  writ  of  execution,  on  the  ground  that  the  materials 
of  this  application  would  support  an  auditA  querela,  it  will 
be  upon  such  terms  as  the  Court  may  think  fit  to  impose.  In 
the  cases  cited  the  Court  imposed  terms  upon  the  defendant. 
The  bankrupt  and  insolvent  law  do  not  bear  that  analogy  for 
which  the  defendant  contends.  There  is  no  provision  in  the 
insolvent  acts  to  support  this  application.  The  9l8t  section 
of  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  which  is  an  act  in  pari  mateiiA 
with  the  present,  contains  an  express  provision,  that,  after 
discharge,  no  execution  shall  issue  against  an  insolvent  for 
debts  &a,  to  which  adjudication  extends.  Now,  unless  the 
defendant  can  plead  the  defence  in  bar,  as  given  by  the  10th 
section  of  the  6  &  6  Vict  a  116,  he  can  obtain  no  relief 
under  that  clause.  [Aldersan,  B. — ^The  real  question  is, 
whether  the  defendant,  under  the  present  circumstances,  is 
not  entitled  to  relief  by  an  auditft  querela,  under  the  10th 
section ;  and  if  he  is,  whether  we  cannot  assist  him  with- 
out putting  him  to  the  expense  of  this  step,  at  the  same 
time  being  at  liberty  to  impose  such  terms  as  may  be  in  our 
discretion.  I  believe  that  this  Court  does  not  altogether 
agree  with  the  dedsion  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in 
the  case  of  Toomer  v.  Crui^efl  (a),]  The  121st  section  of 
the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  enacts,  that  ''the  bankrupt  shall  be  dis^ 
charged  from  all  debts  due  by  him  when  he  became  bank- 

(a)  3  C.  B.  322. 


The  judgment  of  the  Court,  in  the  case  otPlatelv.  Bevill, 
was  now  delivered  by 

BoLFB,  B. — (After  stating  the  pleadings,  his  Lordship 
proceeded): — In  the  course  of  the  argument,  the  Court  inti- 
mated its  opinion  that  the  plea  was  sufficient  in  form,  and 
stated  all  that  by  the  statute  of  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  116,  s. 
10,  was  required  to  constitute  a  good  defence. 

The  only  remaining  question  was,  whether  a  jfinal  order, 
obtained  under  the  7  &  8  Vict,  c  96,  constitutes  an  abso- 
lute bar  to  an  action  for  the  debts  as  to  which  it  is  a  pro- 
tection, or  operates  only  as  a  protection  to  the  person  of 
the  insolvent;  in  which  latter  case  it  ought  not  to  be  pleaded 
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rupt."     There  is  no  such  expression  as  discharged  in  the         1848. 
10th  section  of  the  6  &  6  Vict,  c  116,  the  words  being, 
^*  if  any  suit  or  action  is  brought  &a,  it  shall  be  a  suffi- 
cient plea  in  bar.^    The  analogy  between  the  acts  does  not 
hold  good. 

Athertan  replied. 

Alderson,  B. — Assuming  that  the  order  which  the  de- 
fendant obtained  protects  his  property,  and  could  be  pleaded 
under  the  10th  section  of  the  stat.  5  &  6  Vict  c.  116,  in 
bar  of  an  action  brought  against  him  in  respect  of  a  debt 
due  before  the  filing  of  the  petition,  I  think  that  he  is 
entitled  to  relief  by  auditll  querela,  and,  therefor^  that  we 
may  afford  him  relief  on  motion  also.  Should,  therefore, 
the  Court  be  of  opinion  that  this  order  is  so  pleadable  in 
bar,  the  present  rule  will  be  absolute  to  set  aside  the  writ 
of  fieri  facias  and  the  execution,  but  without  costs;  the 
defendant  imdertaking  to  bring  no  action. 

RoLFE,  B.,  concurred. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 


518  EXCHEQUER  REPORTS. 

1848.        as  an  absolute  bar,  but  specially  in  bar  of  execution  against 
the  person  only. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  it  is  an  absolute  bar,  and  oonae^ 
quently  our  judgment  must  be  for  the  defendant.  We  have 
to  construe  the  provisions  of  two  acts  of  Parliament  which 
are  by  no  means  clearly  expressed,  especially  the  latter,  the 
wordmg  of  which,  particularly  of  the  form  given  in  the 
schedule  for  the  order  of  protection,  is  likely  to  mislead  the 
reader;  but,  on  a  careful  consideration  of  the  clauses  of 
both  acts,  we  think  the  intention  of  the  legislature  is  suf- 
ficiently plain,  and  that  there  is  no  difference  in  the  l^al 
effect  of  the  final  order  given  under  the  second,  from  that 
given  under  the  first  act,  as  to  the  discharge  of  the  insolvent. 

In  both,  we  are  of  opinion  that  it  constitutes  an  absolute 
bar  to  the  actions  in  respect  of  which  it  is  a  protection,  as 
it  is  admitted  it  did  under  the  first  act  The  last  act  terms 
the  final  order  to  be  made  "under  Hie  provisions  of  the  said  actj 
as  amended  by  this  act,''  (sect.  22).  The  section  then  pro- 
ceeds to  define  &om  what  debts  the  person  is  to  be  protected, 
(adopting  the  language  of  the  old  Insolvent  Act,  7  Geo.  4, 
c  57,  8.  46),  and  directs  the  form  in  the  schedule  to  be  fol- 
lowed ;  but  the  ix)wer  of  making  the  final  order  arises  from 
ihQ  former  acty  and  its  effect  is  the  same  as  under  the  former 
act,  except  so  far  as  it  is  varied  by  the  latter.  Sect.  74 
of  the  latter  act  directs,  that  nothing  therein  contained  shall 
be  construed  to  repeal,  affect,  or  in  any  manner  alter  the 
provisions  of  the  5  &  6  Vict,  *^  except  so  far  as  herein  ex- 
pressly provided,  and  except  so  far  as  the  provisions  of  the 
said  recited  act  may  be  inconsistent  with,  or  at  variance  with 
the  provisions  of  this  act." 

Now,  the  last  act  does  make  certain  express  alterations. 
It  provides  a  more  easy  way  of  petitioning  for  the  protec- 
tion bom  process  in  the  first  instance  (which  petition  is 
still  to  be  under  the  former  act\  for  it  dispenses  with  notice 
in  the  Gazette,  &c.  It  also  provides  for  the  appointment 
of  the  creditors'  assignee,  and  the  vesting  of  the  estate  in 
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him  by  the  appointment,  prior  to,  or  at  least  independently      ^848. 
of  the  final  order ;  whereas,  under  the  former  act,  the  cre- 
ditors' assignee  had  not  the  estate  vested  in  him  until  the 
final  order,  which,  by  sect  4,  was  to  be  for  the  protection 
or  the  person  of  the  insolvent,  and  vesting  the  estate  in  the 
creditor/  assignee^  and  also  in  the  official  assignee  to  be 
named  by  the  commissioner.     An  alteration  is  made  in  the 
effect  of  the  assignment  to  the  official  or  creditors'  assignee 
by  sect  11,  by  vesting  powers  in  them;  by  sect  17,  vest- 
ing in  them  goods  in  the  apparent  ownership  of  the  in- 
solvent   But  with  respect  to  property  acquired  after  the 
final  order,  no  alteration  seems  to  have  been  made.     By 
the  first  act,  on  die  passing  of  the  final  order,  all  the  estate 
present  and  future  of  the  insolvent  vests  in  the  assignees, 
as  under  a  fiat ;  but  then,  by  sect  9,  the  assignees  must 
file  a  claim  in  order  to  take  ailer-acquired  efiects,  and  can- 
not take  poesearion  but  by  an  order  from  the  commissioner 
or  the  Court  of  Beview :  so  that,  both  sections  being  read 
together,  it  seems  that  the  assignees  take  aU  present  pro- 
perty  absolutely,  and  have  a  right  to  obtain  all  that  is 
subsequently  acquired  by  the  insolvent     This  is  the  only 
way  of  reconciling  these  contradictory  clauses. 

The  4th  section,  explained  by  the  73rd,  leaves  no  doubt 
on  this  question  under  the  second  act,  for  the  appointment 
vests  the  property  of  the  insolvent,  that  is,  all  present  and 
future  estate  which  shall  come  to  him,  hefore  he  shall  have 
obtained  the  Jinal  order ^  leaving  all  subsequently-acquired 
property  to  be  dealt  with  under  the  former  act,  for  the  9th 
section  of  that  act  is  certainly  not  repealed. 

In  our  view,  the  rights  of  the  assignees  to  after-acquired 
property  are  the  same  under  both  acts.  The  alterations 
above  noticed,  and  others,  are  made  by  the  7  &  8  Vict. ; 
but  that  statute  makes  no  alteration  in  the  effect  of  the 
Older  as  a  defence — at  least,  no  express  alteration ;  and  it 
leaves  the  10th  section,  which  gives  the  defence,  unrepealed. 
Nor  is  there  any  enactment  in  the  new  statute  which  is  in- 
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1848.  oonsistcnt  with  the  proviaion  that  the  final  order  ahould 
constitute  a  sufficient  plea  in  bar ;  and  therefore,  by  the 
7th  section,  that  proyision  must  still  be  in  fiill  force.  If 
the  former  act  had  Tested  all  subsequently-acquired  pro- 
perty in  the  assignees,  and  the  latter  act  had  altered  this, 
there  would  have  been  ground  for  the  implication  that  the 
legislature  meant  to  do  away  with  the  absolute  defence 
given  by  the  10th  section,  and  to  leave  the  creditors  to 
take  their  remedies  against  subsequently-acquired  property 
by  a  fieri  fecias. 

But  we  think  the  rights  of  the  assignees  to  after-acquired 
property  are  not  affected,  and  consequently  that  such  im- 
plication does  not  arise ;  and  there  is  therefore  no  incon« 
sistency  or  variance  between  the  first  and  second  act  in  this 
respect  to  authorise  us  to  repeal  the  10th  section,  as  being 
impliedly  repealed  by  the  new  act. 

The  form  given  by  the  schedule,  it  is  true,  protects  ex- 
pressly the  person  only ;  and  the  giving  such  a  form  is  no 
doubt  an  incautious  mode  of  legislating,  and  is  calculated 
to  mislead.  But  then  the  final  order  directed  by  the  first 
act  is  no  more  than  an  order  of  protection  of  the  person. 
Sect.  4  says  the  order  shall  be  called  a  final  order,  and  shall  be 
for  the  protection  of  the  person  jrom  process,  and  for  vesting 
of  the  estate,  which  latter  operation  is  now  otherwise  pro- 
vided for;  but  its  efhct  as  a  measure  of  protection  is  only  in 
terms  for  llie  protection  of  the  person — not  a  word  is  di- 
rected to  be  introduced  that  imports  any  protection  but  that 
of  the  person  in  the  order  itself.  The  {privilege  of  pleading 
it  in  bar  arises  entirely  from  the  10th  section,  which  describes 
the  legal  effect  of  such  an  order  as  '^  an  order  for  protection 
and  distribute* — a  very  inaccurate  expresnon,  no  doubt; 
for  there  is  nothing  in  the  order,  as  required  by  the  first 
act  in  general  terms,  and  particularly  directed  in  the  sche- 
dule to  the  second  act,  which  takes  notice  of  a  distribution, 
or  requires  it.  The  final  order  under  the  second  act  is  not 
an  order  for  distribution ;  but  neither  was  the  final  order 


Bule  absolute. 
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required  by  the  first  act;  and  if  the  10th  section  allows  the      ^  1848. 
Older  to  be  pleaded  in  inapposite  termsj  the  same  direction 
must  be  followed  as  to  that  required  by  the  second ;  and  it 
may  also  be  pleaded  in  the  same  inapposite  terms. 

Considering  the  two  acts  together  as  one  system,  we  see  no 
reason  to  suppose  that  the  legislature,  which  clearly  meant 
to  give  facilities  to  the  debtor  to  obtain  his  discharge,  in- 
tended also  to  limit  the  operation  of  that  dischaige  under 
the  new  act,  all  his  property,  present  and  future,  being  dis- 
posed of  for  tlie  benefit  of  creditors  in  the  same  way  in 
both  acts.     We  think  that  the  legal  efiect  of  the  discharge 
is  the  same  in  both  acts,  and  that  the  effect  inartificially 
described  in  the  10th  section  belongs  just  as  much  to  an 
order  under  the  second  as  under  the  first  act.     This  view 
of  the  two  acts  differs  from  that  which  my  Brother  Maule 
18  reported  to  have  taken  in  the  case  of  Toomer  v.  Gi'n- 
geU{ay     The  question  in  that  case  was  not  fully  argued, 
the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  having,  after  taking 
time,  acted  upon  the  impression,  as  to  the  meaning  of  the 
second  act,  which  its  language  is,  at  first  sight,  so  likely  to 
create,  and  abandoned  the  argument. 

Upon  the  best  consideration  we  can  give  to  these  acts, 
we  think  that  the  impression  was  a  wrong  one,  and  that 
the  effect  of  the  final  order  is  the  same  under  both  acts. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 

His  Lordship  then  added : — The  case  oi  Jacobs  v.  Hyde 
is  decided  by  this ;  and  the  rule  must  be  absolute. 


(a)  3  C.  B.  322. 
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MouNSEY  and  Another  v,  Pbrrott. 
June  6.  « 

A  declaration     A  SSUMPSIT. — The  declaration  stated,  that,  by  an  agree- 

stated,  that  it  _  .  '        -y    j        -y 

waa  agreed  be-  ment  made  between  the  plaintifis  and  the  defendant,  it  was 
tiffand^Uie^e!.'  <^®^  ^^^^  ^^^  defendant  should  buy  of  the  plaintiffs,  and 
fendant  that       that  the  plaintifis  should  sell  to  the  defendant*  one  thousand 

the  defendant      i  i       «  /»       -, 

ahonld  bay  of  barrels  of  Superfine  Western  Canal  flour,  to  arrive  at  the 
and  Uie  plain-    P^^  *9^  Liverpool  by  a  certain  vessel  called  the  Hottinguer, 

d^'SLutoo  ^™  ^®^  ^^**  **  *®  ™^  ^^  P"^  ^^  2^  ^'-  ^^  ^^"^  ^^^ 
barrda  of  flour,  one  hundred  and  ninety-six  pounds,  the  fiour  to  be  taken 

▼erpool  by  a  from  the  quay  at  the  port  of  Liverpool ;  and  that  should  the 

l^l^ngner     ^  ^^  vessel  be  lost  before  arriving  at  the  siud  port  of  Liver- 

Y*"k^t^t  ^^'  ^®  ^®  should  be  void.     The  declaration  then  alleged 

ihoaid  the  Tea-  mutual  promises,  and  averred,  that  although  the  said  vessel 

fbra  aniiing  at  was  not  lost  before  arriving  at  the  said  port  of  Liverpool, 

niHEo^d^  *^^  afterwards,  and  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit, 

▼md.    Aver-  (Jid  arrive  at  the  port  of  Liverpool  from  New  York,  having 

ment,  that  the  .  ^        ,  *  »  & 

Teasel  waa  not  on  board  divers,  to  wit,  one  thousand  barreb  of  superfine 
arrive  at  Liver-  Western  Canal  flour,  and  the  said  flour  was  then  landed  on 
?^k 'ha  ^^  *^®  ^^  quay  at  the  port  aforesaid ;  and  although  the  plain- 
on  board  1000  tiffs  were  ready  and  willing  to  deliver  the  said  flour,  yet 
Breach,  that  the  defendant  would  not  accept  or  pay  for  the  same. 
wonM^t^!  ^^^  Pl«a :— That  the  said  vessel  caUed  the  Hottinguer, 
oept  the  floor,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  ao^reement,  was  one 

Plea,  that  the  .  ...  - 

Hottinguer        of  a  line  of  packet  ships  sailing  from  New  York  to  Liver- 

waa  one  of  a 
line  of  packet 

ahipa  tailing  from  New  York  to  Liverpool  at  iiied  periods*  pnbliahed  and  known  beforehand 
amongit  merchanta  at  Ltverpool :  that  the  Hottinguer  was  to  have  set  aail  finom  New  York  for 
Lirerpool  three  weeks  before  the  said  agreement,  and  waa  at  the  time  of  the  agreement  ezpeeted 
to  arrive  at  Lirerpool  within  a  week  alter,  and  that  it  had  been  pabliahed,  and  wai  beliered 
amongit  merchants  at  Liverpool,  that  the  vessel  was  to  arrive  there  in  the  coarse  of  the  said 
voyage,  and  that  the  vessel  was  then  performing  such  voyage,  which  was  the  voyage  in  this  pies 
mentioned :  that  the  plaintiffs  had  notice  of  the  premises,  and  made  the  aj^reement  with  refer- 
ence to  the  voyage  in  this  plea  mentioned,  and  onder  the  belief  that  the  Hottinguer  had  sailed 
from  New  York :  that  the  Hottinguer  had  not  at  the  time  of  the  agreement,  nor  did  she  at  any 
time,  aet  sail  on  the  voyage  in  the  plea  mentioned,  but  the  proprietors  of  the  said  line  of  packet 
ahipa  had,  without  the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiffs  or  the  defendant,  substituted  another  vessel  for 
the  Hottinguer,  for  the  performance  of  the  said  voyage,  which  vessel  afterwarda  arrived  at 
Liverpool :  by  reason  whereof  the  defendant  refuaed  to  accept  and  pay  for  the  flour: — Held, 
that  the  plea  amounted  to  an  argumentative  denial  of  the  contract  set  out  in  the  declaration,  and 
waa  therefore  bad  on  special  demurrer. 
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pool>  and  from  Liverpool  to  New  York,  at  certain  fixed        1848. 
periods,  published  and  known  beforehand  amongst  mer- 
chants and  traders  at  Liverpool;  and  that  the  Hottingaer 
was,  according  to  the  ordinary  course  and  times  of  sailing 
of  the  said  line  of  packet  ships,  to  have  set  sail  from  New 
York  for  Liverpool  at  a  certain  time,  to  wit,  three  weeks 
before  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  agreement,  and 
was,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  agreement,  ez«> 
pected  to  arrive  at  Liverpool  within  one  week  after  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  said  agreement;  and  that,  at  the 
lame  of  the  making  of  the  said  agreement,  it  had  been  pub- 
lished, and  was  believed  amongst  merchants  and  traders  at 
Liverpool,  that  the  said  vessel  was  to  arrive  at  Liverpool 
in  the  course  of  the  said  last-mentioned  voyage,  and  that 
the  said  vessel  was  then  performing  such  voyage ;  and  that 
the  voyage  in  the  course  of  which  the  sud  vessel  was  to 
arrive,  as  in  the  said  agreement  mentioned,  was  the  voyage 
of  the  said  vessel  in  this  plea  mentioned,  and  not  any  other 
or  different  voyage:  that,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the 
said  agreement  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendant^ 
the  plaintiffs  and  defendant  had  notice  of  all  the  premises 
in  this  plea  aforesaid,  and  made  iSixe  said  agreement  with 
reference  to  the  voyage  in  this  plea  mentioned,  and  under 
the  belief  that  the  Hottinguer  had  then  sailed  from  New 
York  to  Liverpool  on  the  said  voyage :  that  the  Hottinguer 
had  not,  at  the  time  when  the  said  agreement  was  so  made, 
set  sail,  nor  did  she  at  any  time  set  sail  upon  the  said  voy- 
age in  this  plea  mentioned,  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof^ 
the  proprietors  of  the  said  line  of  packet  ships  had,  without 
the  knowledge  of  the  phuntiffs  or  the  defendant,  before  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  said  agreement^  to  wit,  on  &c., 
bdng  the  day  when  the  Hottinguer  was  so  to  have  set  sail 
from  New  York,  substituted  another  vessel  for  the  Hot- 
tingaer for  the  performance  of  the  sud  voyage  which  was 
80  as  aforesaid  expected  to  be  performed  by  the  Hottinguer, 
and  then  caused  the  said  other  vessel  to  set  sail  from  New 

VOU  n.  MM  EXCH. 
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York  for  Liverpool,  instead  of  the  Hottingaer ;  and  wbich 
same  vessel  afterwards,  and  within  a  short  time  after  the 
making  of  the  said  agreement,  to  wit,  on  &c,  duly  aniTed 
at  Liverpool :  that,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said 
agreement,  the  Hottingaer  was  at  New  York,  without 
having  any  of  the  said  barrels  of  flour  on  board,  and  did 
not  take  the  said  barrels  of  flour,  or  any  of  them,  on  board 
until  a  long  time  after  the  making  of  the  said  agreement, 
to  wit,  until  &C.,  when  the  Hottinguer  took  the  said  barrels 
of  flour  on  board,  and  set  sail  from  New  York  to  Liverpool, 
on  another  and  different  voyage  from  the  voyage  in  the 
course  of  which  the  said  vessel  was  expected  to  arrive  as  in 
the  said  agreement  mentioned,  and  aftierwards,  to  wit,  on 
&c,  arrived  at  Liverpool,  with  the  said  barrels  on  board,  in 
the  course  of  the  said  last^xpentioned  voyage ;  and  by  rear 
son  of  the  premises  the  defendant  became  entitled  torefiue 
to  accept  and  pay  for,  and  did  refuse  to  accept  and  pay  for, 
the  said  barrels  of  flour.     Verification. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes  (amongst  others) 
that  it  is  not  stated  with  sufficient  certainty  how  the  Bud 
agreement  was  made  with  reference  to  the  voyage  b  the 
plea  mentioned:  and  that  the  plea  amounts  to  a  denial  of 
the  agreement  and  promise  as  alleged  (a).  Joinder  in  de- 
murrer. 


(a)  The  defendant's  chief 
points  were — Firsty  that,  accord- 
ing to  the  true  construction  of 
the  contract,  he  was  only  obliged 
to  accept  flour  brought  to  Liver- 
pool in  the  Hottinguer,  in  the 
course  of  the  voyage  the  Hottin- 
guer was  performing,  or  was  be- 
lieved to  be  performing,  at  the 
time  the  contract  was  made ;  and 
that  the  plea  shews  that  the  Hot- 
tinguer never  did  arrive  with 
flour  in  the  course  of  that  voy- 
age. Secondly,  that  where  a  con- 


tract b  made  to  purchase  goods 
to  arrive  at  a  particular  port  by 
a  particular  ship,  the  words  used 
necessarily  imply  that  some  par- 
ticular voyage  is  in  the  contem- 
plation of  the  parties,  in  the 
course  of  which  the  ship  is  to 
arrive  at  the  port  named;  and 
when  the  circumstances  in  which 
the  ship  is  at  the  time  the  con> 
tract  is  made  are  shewn,  the 
contract  attaches  to  the  particu- 
lar voyage  in  which  the  ship  is 
shewn  then  to  have  been  engaged. 


TBINITY  TERM;   11  VICT.  525 

CowUng^  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  plea  in  sub-  1848. 
stance  is,  that  the  contract  was  conditional  on  the  perform-  Mounsbt 
ance  of  a  particular  voyage  commenced  on  a  particular  day.  pbbaott. 
According  to  that  defence,  if  the  vessel  sailed  a  day  later^ 
though  it  arrived  earlier,  but  not  on  that  voyage,  the  con- 
tract would  be  void.  The  plea,  then,  amounts  to  the  general 
issue,  for  it  states  a  different  contract  from  that  set  out  in 
the  declaration.  The  allegation  in  the  plea,  that  the  barrels 
of  flour  were  not  on  board  at  the  time  the  contract  was 
made,  is  mere  irrelevant  matter.  But  even  if  the  plea  be 
not  objectionable  on  the  ground  that  it  amounts  to  the 
general  issue,  it  is  bad  as  an  avoidance  by  immaterial  mat- 
ter, for  it  only  alleges  that  the  parties  made  the  agreement 
"wiitt  reference  to^  9,  particular  voyage,  and  ^' under  the 
belief^  that  the  vessel  had  sailed.  No  precise  meaning  can 
be  attached  to  those  terms;  there  is  no  explanation  of  the 
grounds  of  belief,  nor  does  the  plea  contain  any  allegation  of 
fraud  or  misrepresentation.  The  declaration  does  not  aver 
that  any  particular  voyage  was  then  believed  to  be  in  course 
of  performance;  therefore  the  plea,  proceeding  on  that  as- 
sumption, is  bad.  There  is  no  ground  for  saying  that  a  con- 
tract of  this  kind  necessarily  implies  some  particular  voyage. 
The  meaning  is,  that  the  defendant  wiU  receive  the  flour 
whenever  a  certain  vessel,  known  to  be  at  New  York,  shall 
arrive  at  LiverpooL  Where  the  parties  intend  to  limit  the 
time,  it  is  usual  to  do  so  in  terms :  Alewyn  v.  Pryar  (a), 
Lavatt  V.  Hamilton  (ft).  In  contracts  of  this  nature  there 
is  a  double  condition,  namely,  the  arrival  of  the  vessel,  with 
the  specified  cargo  on  board:  Johnson  v.  Macdonald {c). 
It  is  now  sought  to  import  a  third  condition,  namely,  the 
sailing  of  the  vessel  on  a  particular  day. 

Cromptonf  contr^ — The  plea  is  good.     The  contract  is 
conditional  upon  the  sailing  of  the  vessel  on  the  particular 

(a)  R.  &  M.  406.        (ft)  6  M.  &  W.  689.      (c)  9  M.  &  W.  600. 

M  M  2 
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1848.        voyage  with  reference  to  which  the  parties  contracted. 
M0UN8BY     ^^®  P^®*  shews  that  the  vessel  did  not  arrive  on  that  voy- 
^^  age.     Either  the  declaration  is  bad  for  not  shewing  the 

arrival  of  the  vessel  on  that  voyage,  or  the  plea  is  good  for 
Bhewing  its  non-^val.  Perhaps  the  plea  may  amount  to 
an  informal  traverse  of  the  arrival,  but  that  objection  is  not 
specially  pointed  out.  Johnson  v.  Macdonald  {a)  expressly 
decided  that  the  words  ^*  to  arrive  "  must  be  construed  as  a 
condition.  That  condition  is  not  satisfied  by  the  arrival  of 
the  vessel  on  any  voyage  at  any  time,  but  only  on  the 
particular  voyage  contemplated  by  the  parties  to  the  con- 
tract As  the  price  of  goods  continually  changes,  any 
delay  might  entirely  alter  the  relation  of  the  parties. 
{Alderson,  B. — The  plea  refers  to  a  voyage  in  which  the 
vessel  was  then  engaged :  that  is  a  different  contract  from 
that  set  out  in  the  declaration.] 

Per  Curiam  (6). — There  must  be 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  9  M.  &  W.  600. 
{h)  Pollock,  C.B.,  Alderson,  B.,  Rolfe,  B.,  and  PlaU,  B. 


TRINITY  TERMj    11  VICT.  527 

1848. 
Walkeb,  Barbeb,  and  Another,  v.  Macdonald. 

^^  June  8, 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  debt  by  the  indorsees  against  the  A  bill  of  ex- 
indorser  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  dated  the  21st  October,  1846,  been^dorae? 
and  drawn  by  E.  Bliss  upon,  and  accepted  by,  J.  Williams,  |[^^^^". 
for  payment  to  the  order  of  E.  Bliss  of  8621  18«.  4dl,  four  doned  by  the 

•  t  •       defendant  ipe- 

months  after  date.  The  declaration  stated,  that  E.  Bliss  ciailj  to  "  Bar- 
indorsed  the  bill  to  J.  Crowley  &  Ca ;  that  J.  Crowley  ^c^^^'Se" 
&  Co.  indorsed  the  bill  to  S.  F.  Stevens ;  that  &  F.  Ste-  pi*i?tifi,  who 

carried  on  ba- 

▼ens  indorsed  it  to  Bartlett,  Perrott,  &  Co.;  that  Bartlett,  lineas  under  the 
Perrott,  &  Ca  indorsed  it  to  the  defendant,  and  that  the  of  *' Barber  and 
defendant  indorsed  it  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  defendant  ^!^j!^^^'" 
pleaded,  first,  a  denial  of  the  indorsement  by  him  to  the  BastiroodCom- 

V  .     .A.  I,  i»  /.  p«ny/*indor»ed 

plaintifffl ;  secondly,  a  traverse  of  presentment  for  payment ;  the  bill  by  the 
and  thirdly,  no  notice  of  dishonour.  EwtwoodCom- 

The  cause  came  on  for  trial  before  Parke,  B.,  at  the  Mid-  K?^*"  7^ 

'       '  bill  was  dnly 

dlesex  Sittings  in  Trinity  Term,  1847,  when  a  verdict  was  presented,  but 
found  for  the  plaintiffs  for  the  amount  of  the  bill  and  inter-  hued  for  want 
est,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  upon  the  following  J^^  by  "'Slr- 

er&Co.:"-- 
Held,  that,  the 

The  plaintiffs  produced  and  read  at  the  trial  the  bill  of  biU  having  been 
exchange  mentioned  in  the  pleadings,  and  which  was  aa  uank,  its  nego- 
follows :—  ^^iJ  «>«^ 

not  afterwards 
be  restrained 

''  86£  I8s.  4d.  *'  London,  21st  October,  1846.  by  a  special  in- 

•*  Four  months  after  date  pay  to  my  order  eighty-six  thaTthepre!" 

pounds,  eighteen  shillings,  and  fourpence,  value  received.  ientanent  was 

"  (Per  pron.)  "  Edwin  Bliss.  der  die  defend- 

g^  ^  ant  liable  on 

**  ChAS.  JeffrTS.  his  indorsement 

«  To  Mr.  John  Williams,  brushmaker,  Cheltenham.''        ^  ^  P^*^- 

The  indorsements  were  as  follows : — 

'^Per  proc.  Edwin  Bliss,  Charles  Jefirys;  James  Crow- 
ley &  Co.;  Samuel  F.  Stephens;  Bartlett,  Perrott,  &  Co. 
**  Pay  Messrs.  Barber  and  Walker  &  Co.,  or  order :  W. 
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1848.        MacdonaliL     Barber  and  Walker  Sf  Co.    Per  proc  of  the 
Walkkr      Eastwood  Company:  Thomas  Goodwill,    Per  proc.,  Not- 
V-  tinsrham  and  Notts  Bankinc^  Company :  Ade.  Lasalle,  pro 

manager. 

^^  Pay  Messrs.  Omerod  &  Hardcastle,  or  order :  Elliott 
&  Cragg.     Omerod  and  Hardcastle." 

There  was  also  a  reference,  in  case  of  need,  at  the  bottom 
of  the  back  of  the  bill,  as  follows:— "At  Cunliffe's." 

The  above  indorsement,  in  the  name  of  "  Barber  and 
Walker  &  Co.,"  was  not  on  the  bill  prior  to  or  at  the  time 
when  it  was  presented  for  payment,  bnt  was  written  on  the 
bill  afterwards,  under  the  circumstances  hereinafter  stated. 
The  bill  of  exchange  in  question  was  drawn  and  indorsed 
as  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  and  was,  previously  to  its 
being  presented  for  payment  as  hereinafter  mentioned, 
accepted  by  the  drawee,  payable  at  the  London  and  West- 
minster Bank.  The  indorsement  by  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiffs  was  a  special  indorsement  in  the  words  and  figures 
following: — '*Pay  Messrs.  Barber  and  Walker  &  Co.,  or 
order.  W.  Macdonald."  When  the  bill  became  due  it 
was  in  the  hands  of  Messrs.  Jones  Lloyd  &  Co.,  bankers, 
of  London,  as  holders  thereof.  The  biU  was  presented  on 
their  behalf  for  payment,  when  due,  at  the  London  and 
Westminster  Bank,  and  payment  was  refused  by  such 
bank,  the  answer  then  given  by  them  being  "  No  advice" 
which  is  the  usual  answer  when  country  bills  are  refused  pay- 
ment, and  that  answer  was  given  at  once,  without  referring 
to  the  indorsements.  At  the  time  of  such  presentment  the 
indorsement  "Barber  and  Walker  &  Co."  was  not  on  the  bill, 
but  that  indorsement  was  placed  thereon,  under  the  circum- 
stances hereinafter  stated;  all  the  other  indorsements  above 
set  out  were  on  the  bill  at  the  time  of  the  said  presentment 
Aft^r  the  dishonour,  Messrs.  Jones  Lloyd  &  Co.  took  the  bill 
to  Messrs.  Cunliffe  &  Co.,  but  they  refused  to  take  up  such 
bm,  in  consequence,  as  they  stated,  of  the  want  of  an  indorse- 
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ment  in  the  name  of  "  Barber  and  Walker  &  Co.''    Due        1848* 
notice  of  dishonour  was  given  to  the  defendant  by  the      Walkxk 
plaintiflby  and  in  due  time.     The  defendant  afterwards  sent    macoonalp. 
a  letter  to  the  plaintiffs,  requesting  them  to  write  the  in- 
dorsement of  *^  Barber  and  Walker  &  Co."  od  the  bQl.    The 
pkintiffsy  after  receipt  and  in  consequence  of  that  letter, 
wrote  the  indorsement  of  '^Barber  and  Walker  &  Co."  on 
the  bill,  in  the  manner  in  which  the  same  now  appears,  as 
stated  in  this  case,  and  immediately  returned  the  bill  to  the 
defendant,  who  thereupon  returned  the  same  to  the  plain- 
ti&     The  plaintiffs  proved  at  the  trial  that  they  were  the 
parties,  and  the  cmly  parties,  constituting  the  several  firms 
of  Barber  and  Walker  &  Co.,  and  the  Eastwood  Company, 
and  that  these  firms  respectively  carried  on  the  business  of 
two  separate  collieries;  but  the  business  of  both  the  said  firms 
was  carried  on  by  the  said  plaintiffs  at  the  same  place  of 
business  in  Nottinghamshire,  and  the  object  of  using  the 
names  of  the  two  firms  was  to  keep  the  accounts  of  the  two 
coDieries  distinct.     The  plaintiffs  also  proved  that  Thomas 
Goodwill,  the  party  who  indorsed  the  bill  for  the  plaintiffs 
under  the  name  of  the  Eastwood  Company,  was  authorised 
by  the  plaintiffs  to  indorse  bills  for  them,  and  was  in  the 
habit  of  so  indorsing  bills  in  the  name  of  both  firms.     The 
following  evidence  was  offered  by  the  defendant,  and  ob- 
jected to  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  was  received  by  the  learned 
judge,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  as  to  its  being 
admissible,  and  is  to  be  considered  and  treated  as  part  of 
the  case  only  in  the  event  of  the  Court  being  of  opinion  that 
it  was  admissible   evidence  for  the  defendant.      Several 
derks  in  banking-houses  in  London  were  called  for  the 
defendant,  and  stated  that  it  was  the  usage  and  custom  of 
merchants,  and  of  merchants  and  bankers,  in  London,  that 
when  bills  of  exchange  were   specially  indorsed  to  any 
parties  by  a  particular  name  or  firm,  the  same  name  or  firm 
should  be  used  in  the  indorsement  by  such  last-mentioned 
parties,  and  that  it  was  the  usage  of  London  bankers  not 
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1848.        to  pay  bills  indorsed  hj  any  parties  in  a  different  form  or 
Walkkb      manner  from  that  in  which  they  had  been  previously  in- 
dorsed to  such  parties,  not  even  if  the  deviation  was  only 
in  a  single  letter. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
tiie  presentment  of  the  bUl^  indorsed  as  above  stated,  was 
suffident  as  against  the  defendant,  and  whether  the  defend- 
ant is  liable  to  tiie  present  plaintiffi,  under  the  circum- 
stances in  this  action.  K  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion 
in  the  affirmative,  tiie  verdict  for  the  plaintiffi  is  to  stand 
for  the  amount  of  the  prindpal  and  interest  until  final 
judgment.  If  tiie  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  in  the  n^a- 
tive,  a  nonsuit  is  to  be  entered;  and  either  party,  with 
the  consent  of  tiie  Court,  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  convert 
this  case  into  a  special  verdict. 

Crompton  argued  for  the  plaintif&  (June  7tii). — The  de- 
fendant is  liable  upon  his  indorsement  The  question  arises 
on  tiie  presentment,  which,  it  is  said,  cannot  be  good,  be- 
cause by  custom  London  bankers  do  not  pay  bills  unless 
the  titie  is  traced.  But  it  is  dear  that  Jones  Lloyd  &  Ca 
might  have  given  a  valid  discharge.  [AUerson^  B. — The 
presentment  must  be  one  which,  on  the  bill  being  dis- 
honoured, will  make  the  defendant  liable  on  his  indorse- 
ment.] Leonard  v.  WSson  (a)  expressly  decided,  that  a 
party  to  whom  a  bill  is  specially  indorsed  may,  by  his 
indorsement,  pass  an  interest  in  tiie  bill,  although  he  in- 
dorses by  a  wrong  name.  It  is  not  true  that  in  all  cases  a 
regular  titie  must  be  shewn.  Where  a  bill  is  indorsed  to 
a  married  woman,  aa  indorsement  by  her  husband  is  good. 
A  bill  having  been  once  indorsed  in  blank,  no  subsequent 
indorsee  can  restrain  its  negotiability  by  a  spedal  indorse- 
ment: Smith  V.  Clarke  (i). 

Bovillf  for  the  defendant. — It  b  conceded,  tiiat  where 
(a)  2  C.  &  M.  689.  (b)  1  Peake  N.  P.  a  296. 
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there  is  a  general  indorsement  the  acceptor  is  bound  to  pay,        1848. 
notwithstanding  a  subsequent  special  indorsement,  for,  as      ^^^ 
against  the  acceptor,  presentment  is  unnecessary.    In  the  ^» 

forms  of  declarations  prior  to  the  new  rules,  every  state- 
ment, whether  of  the  drawing,  acceptance,  or  indorsements, 
was  allied  to  be  ''  according  to  the  usage  and  custom  of 
merchants;"  and  it  was  averred,  that  by  the  indorsements 
the  indorser  '*  then  and  there  ordered  and  appointed  the 
sum  of  money  in  the  bill  of  exchange  specified,  to  be  paid  to 
the  indorsee  "  (a).    Here  the  defendant,  by  his  indorsement, 
directs  payment  of  the  bill  upon  the  order  in  writing  of 
**  Barber  and  Walker  &  Co."     That  order  was  never  given. 
The  declaration  in  substance  alleges,  that  the  plaintiffs 
presented  the  bill  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  of  the 
defendant's  indorsement  to  them;  that  the  bill  was  not  paid 
by  the  acceptor,  and  therefore  the  defendant  became  liable 
to  pay  it.     The  evidence  shews  that  some  other  persons 
presented  the  bilL     Though  such  presentment  may  be  good 
as  against  the  acceptor,  it  is  not  good  as  against  the  de- 
fendant.    [PoOoek,  C.  B. — ^In  Byles  on  Bills  (b)  it  is  said, 
'^  If  a  bill  be  once  indorsed  in  blank,  though  afterwards 
indorsed  in  full,  it  will  still,  as  against  the  drawer,  the 
payee,  the  acceptor,  the  blank  indorser,  and  all  indorsers 
before  him,  be  payable  to  bearer ;  though,  as  against  the 
special  indorser  himself,  title  must  be  made  through  his 
indorsee.''    The  case  of  Smith  v.  Clarke  was  decided  by 
Lord  Kemfon,  and  I  never  heard  it  questioned  in  a  court 
of  law  from  that  time  to  this.]     The  defendant  cannot  be 
charged,  unless  upon  a  presentment^  by  a  person  making 
title  through  him. 

Crompion  replied.  Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Pollock,  C.  B.,  now  said:— Thb  was  an  action  upon  a 
(a)  Chit.  Plead.,  p.  162,  6th  ed.  (ft)  Page  109, 6th  ed. 
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1848.        bill  of  exchange,  brought  agunst  the  defendant,  by  whom 
Walkbk      it  had  been  specially  indorsed.    Before  that  indorsement 

Macdonald.   ^^®  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  indorsed  in  blank,  and  was  therefore 
payable  to  bearer.     It  was  decided,  in  the  case  of  SmUk 
V.  Clarke  (a),   that  when  a  bill  has  been  so   indorsed, 
and  is  payable  to  bearer,  no  subsequent  holder  can  restrain 
its  n^otiability.     That  decision  has  always  been  considered 
to  be  a  correct  one,  and  has  constantly  been  acted  on.     In 
the  present  case,  the  bill  in  question  was  indorsed  to  the 
plaintiffs  specially ;  they  indorsed  it  under  another  name  of 
the  firm,  but  that  name  did  not  correspond  with  the  name 
in  which  the  bUl  was  indorsed  to  th^n.     The  bill  was  pre- 
sented, and  the  answer  was  ^^  No  advice."    Notice  of  the 
dishonour  of  the  bill  was  given  to  the  defendant,  and  then 
this  action  was  brought  against  hun.     The  pleas  are,  first, 
a  denial  of  the  indorsement.     There  is  no  doubt  the  in- 
dorsement, as  laid,  was  proved,  and  therefore  that  plea  offers 
no  defence.     The  defence,  if  any,  in  truth  arises  upon  the 
second  plea,  which  is  a  denial  of  the  presentment  of  the 
bill  for  payment.     The  question,  therefore,  is,  whether  the 
acceptor  was  bound  to  pay  the  bill  upon  that  presentment ; 
and  we  are  all  clearly  of  opinion  that  he  was  so  bound. 
Upon  referring  to  the  cases,  we  find  that  of  Leonard  y* 
Wilson  (b)  to  be  expressly  in  point.     The  presentment  in 
the  plea,  as  was  stated  by  my  Brother  Alderson,  in  the 
course  of  the  argument,  must  be  a  presentment  which  will, 
upon  the  bill  being  dishonoured,  make  the  defendant  liable 
on  his  indorsement  to  the  plaintiffs.     What,  then,  is  the  pro- 
mise to  the  plaintiffs?    The  promise  is,  that  the  indoiser 
will  pay  to  the  indorsee,  and  those  claiming  under  him,  if 
the  acceptor  does  not  pay  to  a  person  entitled  to  call  on  him 
for  payment  of  the  bill  when  due.     Here  the  presentment 
was  by  the  holder,  and  the  holder  was  entitled  to  claim  from 
the  acceptor.     Upon  the  authority,  therefore,  of  the  case 

(a)  1  Peake  N.  P.  C.  205.  {h)  2  Cr.  &  M.  689. 
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decided  in  this  court,  and  from  the  universally  received        1848. 
opinion  on  this  matter,  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  our  judg-      wTlkk 
ment  must  be  for  the  plaintiffs.    I  may  add,  that  I  am  not   .,     v- 

,   ,  Macdonald. 

only  stating  what  is  the  opinion  of  all  the  Court  who  heard 
the  arguments,  but  also  that  of  my  Brother  Parke,  who  tried 
the  cause.  As  we  entertain  no  doubt  whatever  upon  the 
matter,  and  as  the  sum  in  dispute  is  so  small  that  it  would 
be  absorbed  by  any  further  litigation,  our  judgment  will 
be  simply  for  the  plaintifl^  and  there  will  be  no  special 
verdict. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 


Stmonds  v.  Dimsdale.  June  6. 

X  HIS  was  a  rule  calling  on  the  defendant  to  shew  cause  A  certiorari  to 

why  an  order  of  Flatty  B.,  for  a  certiorari  to  the  County  £^\he<»an^ 

Court  of  Oxford  should  not  be  rescmded,  and  why  the  writ  ^^^fo'^^i^.'^'^ 

of  certiorari  issued  thereon  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a  c.  95,  ■.90,  may 

issue  apon  an 

procedendo  awarded.  ez  pane  appii. 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavits,  that  on  the  3rd  of  May  jj^^"  *®  * 
a  plaint  was  entered  in  the  County  Court  of  Oxford  by  the  .  J* "  "°  ^\ 

\    .^  jcction  to  such 

plaintiff^  a  horse-dealer  at  Oxford,  to  recover  \0h  9s.  6d.  writ  that  it  is 
for  the  hire  of  horses  and  dog-carts  by  the  defendant  whilst  term  prior  to 
resident  in  the  University  as  an  undergraduate.     On  the  ^^^.^^^*^ 
20th  of  May  the  defendant  gave  notice,  under  the  76th 
section  of  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95,  that  a  plea  of  infancy  was 
filed.     The  plaintiff  replied  ^'necessaries,"  and,  on  the 
evening  of  the  23rd  of  May,  served  the  defendant  with  no- 
tice that  he  intended  to  try  the  cause  by  a  jury  on  the 
26th.      The   24th  being  the  celebration  of  the  Queen's 
birthday,  no  judge  attended  at  Chambers ;  but  on  the  25th 
the  defendant  obtained  the  order  of  Piatt,  B.,  for  leave  to 
issue  a  certiorari  to  remove  the  plaint  into  this  court,  on 
the  ground  that  the  question  as  to  what  are  necessaries  for 
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1848.  an  infant  could  not  be  fairly  tried  by  an  Oxford  joey. 
Symomds  ^o  notice  of  the  application  was  given  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  proceedings  at  Chambers  were  entirely  ex  paaiie.  The 
present  rule  was  obtained  on  two  grounds:  first,  that  the 
plaintiff  ought  to  have  had  notice  of  the  intention  to  apply 
for  the  certiorari,  so  that  he  might  have  opposed  it  if  he 
thought  fit ;  secondly,  that  the  writ  was  tested  on  the  12th 
of  May  (the  last  day  of  Easter  Term),  although  not  granted 
until  the  25th  (being  vacation). 

Whaieley  and  Barstow  shewed  cause  (June  14). — The 
principal  question  depends  upon  the  construction  of  the 
90th  section  of  the  9  &  10  Vict,  c  95,  which  enacts,  '^that 
no  plaint  entered  in  any  court  holden  under  this  act  shall 
be  removed  or  removable  from  the  sidd  court  into  any  of 
her  Majesty's  superior  courts  of  record,  by  any  writ  or  pro- 
cess, unless  the  debt  or  damages  claimed  shall  exceed  5£, 
and  then  only  by  leave  of  a  judge  of  one  of  the  said  supe* 
rior  courts,  in  cases  which  shall  appear  to  the  judge  fit  to 
be  tried  in  one  of  the  superior  courts,  and  upon  such  terms, 
as  to  payment  of  costs,  giving  security  for  debt  or  costcf,  or 
such  other  terms,  as  he  shall  think  fit"  Under  a  similar 
provision  in  other  acts,  the  practice  has  been  to  grant  a 
certiorari  on  an  ex  parte  application:  Fox  y.  Veale(a); 
and  if  a  different  construction  be  put  on  this  enactment,  it 
will  in  many  cases  be  inoperative.  [Aldersan,  B. — A  de- 
fendant might  have  to  serve  the  summons  in  Northumber- 
land] The  section  was  not  intended  to  limit  the  power  of 
the  judge  to  grant  a  certiorari,  but  to  enable  him  to  impose 
terms  on  the  party  applying  for  it.  At  common  law  a 
certiorari  is  grantable  as  of  right.  In  Landens  v.  Sheil{b)j 
Litdedakf  J.,  says,  *^  I  take  it  that  every  person  is  entitled 
to  a  certiorari,  as  he  is  to  a  writ  of  error,  and  the  Court  wiU 
take  care  that  its  process  shall  not  be  used  for  improper 

(a)  8  M.  &  W.  126.  (b)  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  90. 
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purpose&     Some  yean  ago  writs  of  error  were  more  fre-      ^  1848.  ^ 
quent  than  of  late  years ;  and  there  is  no  doubt  that  many      Symonds 
of  those  sued  out  were  in  fact  for  the  purpose  of  delay ;     Dim^dalb. 
but  yet  the  Courts  would  not  quash  or  set  them  aside,  or 
permit  execution  to  be  sued  out,  unless  there  was  an  admis- 
fiion  of  the  party,  or  something  tantamount  to  it,  that  they 
were  issued  for  the  purpose  of  delay."     The  only  exception 
seems  to  be  that  of  a  certiorari  to  a  court  of  a  county  pala- 
tine (a).      [^Aldersan,  B. — That  is  only  where  execution 
cannot  be  obtained  in  the  court  of  the  county  palatine, 
which   has  a  limited  jurisdiction.     Flatty  B. — A  habeas 
corpus  cum  causft,  to  remove  a  cause  from  the  Palace 
Court,  is  obtained  ex  parte,  and  if  improperly  issued  must 
be  got  rid  of  by  a  procedenda     Pollock,  C.  B. — In  cri- 
minal cases  these  applications  are  always  ex  parte.     Al^ 
derMon,  B. — ^A  certiorari  may  issue  to  remove  an  indict- 
ment  thereafter  to  be  found.]     In  replevin  the  plaint  is 
removed  on  an  ex  parte  application. — ^As  to  the  other  point, 
there  is  no  irregularity  in  the  teste  of  the  vmt,  because  writs 
of  this  description  are  always  supposed  to  issue  in  term. 
Before  the  Uniformity  of  Process  Act  it  was  common  to 
date  writs  as  of  the  previous  term,  although  prior  to  the 
accruing  of  the  cause  of  action. 

Keating^  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  object  of  the  statute 
is,  that  except  in  a  few  particular  cases,  all  claims  of  debt 
for  less  than  201  shall  be  tried  in  the  inferior  court  The 
90th  section,  therefore,  provides  that  the  general  policy  of 
the  act  shall  not  be  defeated  unless  under  certain  circum- 
stances, upon  which  the  judge  is  to  exercise  his  judgment, 
having  all  the  facts  before  him.  In  the  case  of  indict- 
ments the  recognisance  secures  the  prosecutor  from  any 
injury  by  the  removal ;  and  by  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c  33, 
he  is  placed  in  the  same  utuation  as  the  defendant,  and 

(a)  2  Arch.  Prac.,  p.  1155. 
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1848.        cannot  obtain  a  certiorari  without  motion  in  open  court 
Stm'onds      Here  the  defendant  should  have  applied  for  the  writ  when 
V-  he  was  served  with  the  summons  from  the  county  court, 

and  not  have  lain  by  imtil  he  had  notice  of  a  trial  by  jury, 
and  then  obtained  an  ex  parte  order.  The  statute  requires 
the  judge  to  determine,  first,  whether  the  plaint  ought  to 
be  removed;  and  secondly,  upon  what  terms:  and  it  is 
contrary  to  every  principle  that  his  judgment  should  be 
exerdsed  on  an  ex  parte  application.  [Aldersan,  B. — The 
question  is,  whether  the  enactment  does  not  give  the  judge 
a  discretion,  which  he  will  do  well  to  exercise  by  hearing 
both  parties.  If  they  can  be  conveniently  heard,  it  is  at 
all  times  desirable  that  they  should  be.  In  many  cases, 
however,  it  may  be  inconvenient:  then  does  not  the  act 
give  the  judge  a  general  power  to  allow  a  certiorari  ?]  He 
must  exercise  a  discretion,  which  can  only  be  done  by 
hearing  both  parties. — ^With  regard  to  the  second  point,  it 
is  conceded  that  it  cannot  be  supported.  [Flatt,  B. — This 
Court  follows  the  practice  laid  down  in  Tidd's  Prac,  p.  403: 
"  When  a  certiorari  issues  out  of  Chancery,  it  is  an  original 
writ,  and  may  be  tested  at  any  time  in  term  or  vacation; 
but  when  it  issues  out  of  the  King's  Bench  or  Conunon 
Pleas,  it  is  a  judicial  writ,  and  should  be  tested  in  term 
time."] 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

Pollock,  C.B.,  now  said: — In  this  case  we  think  the 
rule  ought  to  be  discharged.  The  question  turns  upon  the 
true  construction  of  the  90th  section  of  the  County  Courts 
Act,  (9  &  10  Yict.  c  95),  by  which  it  is  enacted,  that  ^*no 
plaint  entered  in  any  court  holden  und»  this  act  shall  be 
removed  or  removable  from  the  sidd  court  into  any  of  her 
Majesty's  superior  courts  of  record,  by  any  writ  or  process, 
unless  the  debt  or  damages  claimed  shall  exceed  5/.,  and 
then  only  by  leave  of  a  judge  of  one  of  the  said  superior 
courts,  in  cases  which  shall  appear  to  the  judge  fit  to  be 
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tried  in  one  of  the  superior  courts,  and  upon  such  terms,  as  1848. 
to  payment  of  costs,  giving  security  for  debts  or  costs,  or  Stmomds 
such  other  terms,  as  he  shall  think  fit;"  and  the  point  is, 
^whether  the  expression,  that  the  cause  is  only  to  be  re- 
moved upon  such  terms  as  the  judge  shall  think  fit,  neces- 
sarily imports  that  he  must  hear  both  parties  before  he 
issues  the  writ,  and  consequently  that  the  defendant  ought 
to  have  given  a  notice  to  the  plaintiff  of  his  intended  appli* 
oation  for  the  certiorari.  We  are,  however,  of  opinion,  that 
the  application  for  tliat  writ  is  an  ex  parte  application,  and 
that  there  is  no  necessity  for  a  notice  to  the  opposite  party, 
1>ut  that  the  judge  has  a  perfect  right,  if  he  pleases,  to  issue 
the  writ  on  an  ex  parte  application. 

Generally  speaking,  the  writ  of  certiorari  is  the  right  of 
the  subject  at  common  law;  and  although  that  right  is 
taken  away  in  many  cases  by  various  acts  of  Parliament, 
and  particularly  so  in  large  classes  of  cases  where  otherwise 
it  might  cause  injury,  we  think  that  the  analogy  of  the  com- 
mon law  ought  to  be  applied  to  the  present  case ;  and  as 
in  other  cases,  where  the  defendant  applies  for  a  certiorari, 
the  application  is  made  ex  parte,  we  think  the  authority  of 
the  judge  to  issue,  and  what  is  perhaps  of  more  importance, 
the  right  of  the  subject  to  have,  this  writ,  ought  not  to  be 
taken  away  by  any  argument  arising  out  of  the  use  by  the 
legislature  of  the  words,  *^  or  upon  such  terms  as  to  the  judge 
shall  seem  fit ;"  and,  indeed,  ought  not  to  be  taken  away 
without  either  express  words,  or  words  clearly  to  that  effect. 

As  to  the  imposing  terms  on  the  parties  applying  for 
these  writs,  we  think  that  what  was  suggested  yesterday 
in  the  argument  was  just,  namely,  that  the  intention  of  the 
legislature  was  not  to  fetter,  but  rather  to  enlarge  the  au- 
thority of  the  judge — that  is,  while  permitting  him  to  issue 
the  writ  ex  parte,  to  enable  him  to  fetter  it  vrith  such  terms 
as  the  nature  of  the  case  or  the  practice  of  the  Courts 
(where  any  practice  exists  on  the  subject)  may  render  pro- 
per.    Thus,  where  such  an  application  is  made  ex  parte. 
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Stmonds 

V. 
DllCSDALK. 


the  judge  would  naturally  inquire  when  the  plaint  was 
entered ;  and  if  it  appeared  that  it  had  been  entered  some- 
time back,  and  that  the  certiorari  would  prevent  the  plain- 
tiff from  haying  his  execution  for  a  considerable  period,  the 
judge,  while  directing  the  writ  to  be  issued,  might  of  bis 
own  accord  fetter  it  with  the  condition  that  the  money 
should  be  brought  into  court,  the  costs  paid,  or  security 
given  for  costs,  or  such  other  terms  as  might  naturaUy  arise 
in  his  own  mind,  without  the  suggestion  of  any  one  else. 

The  groimd  of  our  decision,  therefore,  is,  that  by  the 
general  analc^  of  the  common  law,  this  writ  is  the  right 
of  the  subject ;  and  that  there  are  no  words  to  fetter  the 
authority  of  the  judge,  or  requiring  that  any  other  person 
than  the  applicant  should  appear  before  him.  We  think 
that,  on  the  true  construction  of  this  clause  of  the  statute, 
the  writ  may  issue  on  an  ex  parte  application,  and  conse- 
quently that  the  present  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  disdiaiged. 


/tllMl6. 


Murray  v.  Mamn. 


The  plaintiff  X  HIS  was  an  action  by  a  livery-stable  keeper  for  the 
todnata^one'  ^^P  ^^  ^  horse,  to  which  the  defendant  pleaded  a  set  off 
and  reodTcd      f^j.  money  received  by  the  plaintiff  for  his  use* 

the  pnoe.    The  ^  ^         ^ 

purchaaerafter«  At  the  trial,  before  Btxrhe,  B.,  at  the  London  Sittings  m 
^e  contract  on  this  term,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  had  sent  the  horse 
fa«i?*imd  wL  ^  ^^  livery  stables  of  the  plaintiff,  where  it  stood  for  some 
re-paidthepnr-  time.     The  plaintiff  at  length  sold  the  horse  to  a  person  of 

chase-money*  *      ,  ,  , 

In  an  action  the  name  of  LUly  fori  251,  with  a  warranty  that  it  was 
for  the^eep  of   BOund  and  free  from  vice.    LiUy  kept  the  horse  for  about 

the  horae^ 

HM,  that  the 

defendant  conld  not  let  off  the  price  as  money  received  for  his  nse,  it  having  oeaaed  to  be  so 

when  the  contract  was  defeated  by  the  parchaser,  althoogh  the  defendant  was  ignorant  of  the 

fraud. 

Any  fclse  statement  knowingly  made  with  a  view  to  indnoe  another  to  alter  his  oonditioD, 
and  thereby  altering  it,  it  a  fraad  in  law. 
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three  weeks,  and  then  returned  it  as  vicious,  and  received  1848. 
back  irom  the  plaintiff  the  125^  The  defendant  sought 
to  set  off  that  amount,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  received 
for  his  use  by  the  phdntiff.  The  learned  judge,  in  sum- 
ming up,  told  the  jury,  that,  the  plaintiff  having  made  out 
his  daim,  it  lay  upon  the  defendant  to  get  rid  of  it ;  and 
he  did  so  by  shewing  that  the  plaintiff  sold  the  horse  for 
125/1,  and  received  the  money,  which  then  became  money 
had  and  received  to  the  defendant's  use.  This  cast  upon 
the  plaintiff  the  onus  of  shewing  that  he  had  lawfully  paid 
back  the  money.  In  order  to  justify  the  plaintiff  in  re- 
turning the  money,  he  was  bound  to  make  out,  either  that 
the  money  was  repaid  with  the  assent  of  the  defendant  (of 
which  there  was  some  evidence),  or  that  the  contract  was 
Toid  by  reason  of  fraud.  The  mere  breach  of  warranty  did 
not  entitie  the  purchaser  to  return  the  horse,  unless  tiiat 
condition  was  annexed  to  the  contract,  or  unless  fraud  had 
been  practised  upon  him.  If  a  person  who  sells  a  chattel 
warrants  it  of  a  certain  quality,  (which  he  knows  it  is  not), 
with  a  view  to  increase  the  price,  and  in  consequence  of 
that  falsehood  obtains  a  higher  price  for  it,  it  is  both  a  legal 
and  a  moral  fraud.  It  was  for  the  jury  to  say  whether  the 
defendant  had  assented  to  the  return  of  the  money,  instead 
of  being  held  liable  on  his  warranty ;  or,  if  not,  whether  the 
contract  of  sale  was  made  under  circumstances  amounting 
to  fraud ;  in  either  of  which  cases  they  must  find  for  the 
plaintiff.    The  jury  having  found  for  the  phdntiff, 

Humfrey  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of 
misdirection. — The  learned  judge  was  wrong  in  telling  the 
jury  that  the  sale  with  a  warranty,  which  the  vendor  knew 
was  false,  was  a  fraud  in  law.  [ParAe,  B. — I  left  it  to  the 
jury  to  say,  whether  from  the  whole  evidence  they  could 
infer  fraud.  PlaUy  B. — The  facts  to  constitute  fraud  must 
be  found  by  the  jury ;  but  whether  certain  facts  as  proved 
amount  to  fraud  is  a  question  of  law.]     There  was  no  such 

VOT^  U.  N  N  EXCH. 
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_1848^  fraud  as  prevented  the  property  in  the  horse  passing  to  the 
vendee.  If  any  fraud  were  practised,  it  was  by  the  plain- 
tiff, and  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  defendant  had  any 
knowledge  of  it.  A  guilty  agent  cannot  set  up  his  own 
fraud  as  a  defence  against  the  claim  of  his  innocent  prin- 
cipal. Suppose  the  money  had  been  paid  over  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  the  defendant  before  the  horse  was  returned,  and 
that  afterwards  the  purchaser  recovered  back  the  price  from 
the  plaintiff  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  could  the  plaintiff  then 
have  recovered  against  the  defendant  ?  [Parke,  B. — The 
rule  of  law  is,  that,  if  an  agent  is  guilty  of  fraud  in  trans- 
acting his  principal's  business,  the  principal  is  responsible: 
Comfoot  V.  Fawke  (a),] 

Pollock,  C.  B. — There  will  be  no  rule.  The  defendant 
claims  the  money  by  virtue  of  a  contract  made  by  his  agent 
with  a  third  party.  That  contract  was  defeasible  by  reason 
of  fraud,  and  was  put  an  end  to  by  the  vendee,  so  that  the 
money  does  not  belong  to  the  defendant.  In  short,  the 
defendant  seeks  t-o  set  off  a  sum  of  money  received  by  the 
plaintiff;  and  it  turns  out,  that,  before  the  set-off  can  be 
made  available,  the  plaintiff  is  compelled  to  pay  back  the 
money. 

Platt,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  tiie  defendant 
adopts  the  plaintiff's  act,  he  adopts  the  fraud,  and  the  effect 
of  that  fraud.  He  cannot  say,  '*  I  adopt  your  contract  so 
far  as  to  make  the  money  mine ;  but  I  do  not  adopt  your 
contract  in  so  far  as  it  was  by  your  fraud  defeasible."  K 
that  were  so,  he  might  keep  both  the  horse  and  the  price, 
for  the  property  in  the  horse  re-vested  in  him  when  the 
contract  was  avoided  by  the  purchaser. 

Pabke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    I  directed  the 

(a)  6  M.  &  W.  368. 


V. 

Mann. 
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jury  in  conformity  with  the  law  as  laid  down  in  Street  v.         1B48. 
Blay  (a).     There  was  frauds  if,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  a      Muhhay 
warranty  was  given  that  the  horse  was  sound,  which  in- 
duced the  other  party  to  enter  into  the  contract,  and  if 
in  the  knowledge  of  the  vendor  that  statement  was  false : 
for  it  was  an  untruth  told  to  another  with  a  view  to  induce 
him  to  alter  his  condition,  and  thereby  altering  it.     The 
cases  shew  a  distinction  between  legal  and  moral  fraud. 
For  instance,  where  a  person  purports  to  accept  a  bill  of 
exchange  by  procuration,  when  in  fact  he  has  no  such 
authority,  that  has  been  held  a  legal  fraud,  rendering  the 
party  liable  to  an  action  of  deceit.     In  this  case,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  other  proof,  there  appears  both  legal  and  moral 
fraud.     The  plaintiff  warrants  the  horse  free  from  vice, 
knowing  that  the  other  party  would  not  have  bought  it 
without  a  warranty,  or  believing  the  statement  to  be  un- 
true.    There  is  no  doubt  that,  under  such  circumstances, 
when  the  statement  turns  out  to  be  imtrue,  the  vendee  may 
recover  back  the  price.     I  am  perfectiy  satisfied  that  th6 
jury  had  their  attention  directed  to  the  state  of  the  law  and 
the  facts.     The  other  point,  viz.  that  an  agent  cannot  set 
up  his  own  fraud  against  his  principal,  was  not  discussed  at 
the  trial,  but  certainly  passed  in  my  mind.     The  answer  is, 
that  the  principal  never  had  a  right  to  the  125iL,  except  by 
the  act  of  his  agent  in  making  a  contract  which  was  de- 
feasible by  reason  of  fraud.     It  is  true,  that  fi^ud  does  not 
make  the  contract  actually  void,  but  only  voidable  at  the 
election  of  the  party ;  but  the  moment  the  purchaser  chose 
to  declare  it  void,  the  price  was  recoverable  back  from  the 
plaintiff,  and  it  ceased  to  be  money  in  his  hands  received 
for  the  use  of  the  defendant.     I  am,  therefore,  clearly  of 
opinion,   that  the  set-off  was  defeated  by  the  proof  of 
fraud.     The  plaintiff  does  not,  in  truth,  set  up  his  own 
fraud  ag^nst  the  defendant,  but  says,  ^^  I  only  received 

(a)  2  B.  &  Ad.  456. 
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that  money  subject  to  a  defeasance,  which  has  taken  effect.** 
Independently,  therefore,  of  the  circumstance  that  the  re- 
turn of  the  horse  was  ratified  by  the  defendant,  I  think 
there  ought  to  be  no  rule. 


Platt,  B.,  concurred. 


Bule  refused. 


it  appeared  that  Wig^s,  who  had,  previously  to  the  year 
1844,  been  carrying  on  business  as  a  horse- contractor,  hav- 
ing become  embarrassed,  a  meeting  of  his  creditors  was 
called;  and  that,  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  then  come  to. 


JwM  10.  Price  and  Others  v.  Groom  and  Others. 

A.,  ahorae-  INTERPLEADER  issue,  to  try  whether  certain  horses, 

ber,  by  a  deed  daimed  by  the  defendants  as  assignees  under  the  bank- 

rig^'aUUa  ^uptcy  of  One  Wiggins,  and  by  the  plaintifis  as  trustees 

■tock.in-trade,  under  a  deed  of  trust  for  themselves  and  other  creditors  of 

&c.  to  certain 

tnutees,  for  the  Wiggins,  were,  on  the  24th  of  July,  1847,  the  property  of 
creditors,  antil  ^^^  plaintiffs,  88  against  the  assignees.  At  the  trial  of  the 
Sbte'sho^d  be  ^^^»  before  Parhey  B.,  at  the  Sittings  in  the  present  Term, 

paid  off,  to 
hold  on  certain 
trusts,  inter 
aUa,  that,  so 
long  as  A. 
shoold  observe 
the  orders  of 

the  trustees,  he  a  deed  was  executed  on  the  23rd  of  August,  1844,  by  Wig- 
lowed  to  carry  gins  of  the  first  part,  the  plaintifis  of  the  second  part,  and 
Se^M^****^   by  the  remainder  of  the  creditors  of  the  third  part,  by 

subject  to  their 

orders,  but  that  they  should  have  the  power  to  determine  his  possession  on  his  failing 
to  observe  their  orders ;  that  all  monies  received  in  the  business  were  to  be  paid  to  the 
account  of  the  trustees,  and  all  monies  paid  by  their  cheques ;  and  that  A.  was  to  recdve  a  cer- 
tain weekly  salary.  The  creditors  also  advanced  a  large  sum  of  money  to  carry  on  the  business. 
The  business  was  carried  on  by  A.  for  some  time,  his  name  being  over  the  door  at  the 
place  of  business,  and  he  had  dealings  with  various  persons  as  if  he  carried  on  the  business  on  his 
own  account ;  but  on  his  neglecting  to  observe  the  orders  of  the  trustees,  they  determined  his 
right  to  carry  on  the  business,  and  he  admitted,  in  writing,  that  they  had  a  right  to  and  did  as- 
sume the  possession  of  the  stock-in-trade,  &c.  The  trustees  thereupon  gave  notice  to  the 
parties  who  had  some  of  the  horses,  part  of  the  stock-in-trade,  that  they  belonged  to  them.  Two 
days  after  this  notice  A.  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  On  an  interpleader  issue,  to  try  whose 
horses  these  were — HeM,  that  the  deed  did  not  create  a  partnership  between  A.  and  the  trustees; 
that  the  trustees,  by  allowing  A.  to  carry  on  the  business  in  his  own  name,  were  not  estopped 
from  denying  that  the  horses  were  A.'s ;  and  lastly,  that  the  horses  were  not  in  the  posaesdoo, 
order,  and  disposition  of  the  bankrapt  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  within  the  meaning  of  6 
Geo.  4,  c.  10,  s.  72. 
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which  Wi^ins  assigned  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  trustees  of  the      ^  1848. 
creditors,  until  such  time  as  his  debts  to  them  should  be 
paid  ofi;  all  his  stock-in-trade.  Sec,  to  hold  upon  certain 
trusts,  inter  alia,  that,  so  long  as  Wiggins  should  observe 
the  orders  and  directions  of  the  plaintiffs,  he  was  to  be 
allowed  to  cany  on  the  business,  subject  to  the  plaintiffs' 
orders ;  but  if  he  should  refuse  or  fail  to  comply  with  their 
orders,  that  in  such  case  they  should  be  at  liberty  imme- 
diately to  determine  the  possession;   that  the  plaintiffs 
should  have  power  to  sell  and  dispose  of  any  portion  of  the 
stock  they  pleased ;  that  all  monies  received  in  the  business 
were  to  be  paid  into  a  banker's  hands,  and  only  drawn  out 
by  the  cheques  of  the  plaintiffs ;  and  that  Wiggins  was  to 
receive  5/.  a  week  as  wages  for  conducting  the  business. 
The  creditors  also  agreed  to  advance  a  large  sum  of  money, 
which  was  subsequently  advanced.     Afler  the  execution 
of  the  deed,  Wiggins  carried  on  the  business  under  the 
orders  of  the  plaintiffs,  under  the  terms  of  the  deed,  and  he 
accounted  to  them  for  the  proceeds  of  the  business.     His 
name  was  written  over  the  place  of  business,  and  different 
parties  had  dealings  with  him.    In  July  1847,  it  was  dis- 
covered that  Wiggins  had  accepted  bills  to  a  considerable 
amount,  unknown  to  the  plaintiffs ;  and  at  a  meeting  of  his 
creditors,  held  on  the  22nd  of  July,  they  gave  him  notice, 
by  which  they  put  an  end  to  his  carrying  on  the  business. 
Upon  the  receipt  of  that  notice,  Wiggins  made  the  follow- 
ing memorandum  of  admission : — ''I  hereby  agree  and  admit, 
that,  conformably  with  the  provisions  of  the  deed  of  trust, 
&c,  the  right  has  accrued  to  the  trustees  of  determining 
and  putting  an  end  to  their  permission  to  my  carrying  on 
my  trade  and  business  mentioned  in  the  said  deed,  and  that 
they  have  exercised  that  right  and  put  an  end  to  that  per- 
mission;   and  further,  that,  in  obedience  to  such  act  of 
theirs,  they  have,  with  my  leave,  license,  and  assent,  as- 
sumed the  entire  possession  and  control  of  the  said  trade, 
buamess,  stock-in-trade,"  &c.     At  this  time  many  of  the 
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1848.  ^      horses  belongmg  to  the  estate  were  in  the  poflsesnon  of  vari- 
ous persons,  to  whom  Wig^s  had,  at  various  times,  let  them 
on  job,  in  the  way  of  his  business ;  and  these  transactionB 
had  taken  place  between  Wiggins  solely  in  his  own  name 
and  the  several  persons  to  whom  the  horses  had  been  let, 
without  any  participation  or  interference  on  the  part  of  die 
plaintiffs,  whose  names  did  not  appear  in  the  transactions. 
On  the  22nd  of  July,  the  plaintiffs  gave  notice  in  writing 
to  each  of  these  parties,  that  the  horses  in  their  possession 
belonged  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  trustees  under  Ihe  deed,  and 
required  them  ^*  not  to  part  with  the  said  horses,  or  any  of 
them,  nor  to  pay  for  the  hire  thereof,  to  any  other  person 
than  the  plaintiffs."    On  the  24th  Wiggins  committed  an 
act  of  bankruptcy,  upon  which  a  fiat  subsequently  issued, 
and  the  defendants  became  assignees,  and  in  that  charac- 
ter made  the  claim  to  the  horses  in  question.     It  further 
appeared,  that  between  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
deed  and  the  bankruptcy  of  Wiggins,  aome  of  the  horses 
had  been  sold  and  others  purchased,  as  well  out  of  the  mo- 
nies advanced  by  the  creditors  as  out  of  the  incomings  of 
the  business,  but  all  were  so  mixed  up  together  that  it  be- 
came impossible  to  distinguish  between  the  horses  purchased 
after  and  those  purchased  before  the  deed.     The  sum  re- 
alised by  these  horses,  and  all  the  stock-in-trade,  amounted 
to  much  less  than  the  sum  due  to  his  old  creditors.     It  was 
contended,  on  the  part  of  the  assignees,  upon  this  state  of 
facts,  that  the  property  in  the  horses  which  were  afterwards 
purchased  did  not  pass  to  the  plaintiffi  under  the  deed; 
secondly,  that,  under  the  deed,  the  plaintiffs  and  Wiggins 
were  partners ;  thirdly,  that,  as  the  plaintiffir  had  allowed 
him  to  carry  on  the   business  in  his  own  name,   they 
were  estopped  from  saying  that  he  was  their  servant  only ; 
and  lastly,  that,   under  these  circumstances,  the  horses 
ought  to  be  considered  in  the  possession,  order,  and  dispo- 
sition of  the  bankrupt,  under  the  stat  6  Geo.  4,  c  16,  s.  72. 
Upon  the  first  point,  his  Lordship  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say 
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ivhether  there  had  been  any  appropriation  of  the  horses  1848. 

purchased  since  the  execution  of  the  deed  bj  the  bankrupt  PmcB 

to  the  trustees;  and  upon  the  other  points  he  ruled  in  qb^om. 
&your  of  the  plaintiffs.   The  plaintiflfe  had  a  general  verdict. 

Chambers  now  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trials  on 
the  ground  of  misdirection—The  property  in  tiiese  horses 
passed  to  the  assignees,  for  they  were  left  in  the  order  and 
disposition  of  the  bankrupt  by  the  consent  of  the  trustees. 
[Alderson^  B. — But  they  were  not  so  left  at  the  time  of  the 
bankruptcy.  Parke,  B. — The  apparent  ownership  ends  im- 
mediately a  party  is  informed  and  knows  that  the  person  in 
possession  is  not  the  real  owner.]  In  the  second  place,  upon 
the  construction  of  the  deed,  there  existed  a  partnership  be- 
tween Wiggins  and  the  assignees.  [^Aldersan,  B. — There  was 
to  be  no  community  of  profit  and  loss  between  the  parties  at 
the  same  time,  for  immediately  the  interest  of  Wiggins  was 
to  commence,  that  of  the  trustees  was  to  be  at  an  end.]  The 
interest  of  the  bankrupt  depends  upon  the  prosperity  of  the 
concern;  if  there  be  sufficient  to  enable  him  to  pay  his 
creditors'  debts  and  obtain  a  surplus,  he  is  to  be  at  liberty 
to  retain  tiiat  surplus.  In  Grace  v.  Smith  (a),  Blachstone,  J., 
said,  '*  I  think  the  true  criterion,  where  money  is  advanced 
to  a  trader,  is  to  consider  whether  the  profit  or  premium  is 
certain  and  defined,  or  casual,  indefinite,  and  depending 
on  the  accidents  of  trade."  [He  also  referred  to  Ex  parte 
Dyster{b).  ]  In  the  last  place,  as  the  trustees  held  the  bank- 
rupt out  to  the  world  as  tiie  owner,  they  ought  to  be  estop- 
ped firom  saying  he  is  not.  The  principle  is  laid  down  in 
Fickard  v.  Seart{c)  and  Gregg  v.  fVeUs{d). 

Aldebson,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  there  ought  to  be 
no  rule.  There  are,  as  it  appears  to  me,  in  reality  only  two 


(a)  2  W.  Bl.  996.  (c)  6  Ad.  &  £.  474. 

(b)  2  Rose,  266.  (d)  10  Ad.  &  E.  90. 
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1 848.  questions  in  the  present  case.  The  first  is>  were  the  bankrupt 
and  the  trustees  partners  under  this  deed  in  the  property 
in  question  ? — and  the  other  point  is>  was  he  in  possesion  of 
them  as  reputed  owner  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy  ?  As 
to  the  last  point :  in  the  case  of  Sinith  v.  Topping  (a),  which 
was  tried  before  me,  the  true  owner  had  permitted  his 
goods  to  remain  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bank- 
rupt until  the  day  before  he  became  bankrupt,  and  then  de- 
manded the  possession,  which  was  refused;  and  I  ruled  that 
the  goods  did  not  pass  to  the  assignees,  and  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  upheld  that  ruling.  Now  here,  the  instant 
the  trustees  gave  the  parties  who  had  the  horses  notice,  that 
put  an  end  to  the  reputed  ownership.  The  remiuning 
question  is,  who  was  the  true  owner  of  the  property.  It 
has  been  urged,  that  the  bankrupt  and  trustees  were  paii- 
ners  in  the  business  carried  on  under  the  terms  of  the 
deed.  There  was  no  community  of  profit  and  loss  "at  one 
and  the  same  time.  There  was,  therefore,  no  partnership 
between  the  bankrupt  and  the  trustees.  Are  then  the 
trustees  the  true  owners?  It  has  been  suggested,  that  the 
mode  in  which  the  business  has  been  carried  on  has  been 
such  a  holding  out  to  the  world  as  to  have  somewhat  the 
complexion  of  a  fraud,  and  that  the  trustees  are  estopped 
from  saying,  as  against  the  future  creditors  of  the  bankrupt, 
that  he  was  not  the  owner.  I  cannot  agree  with  that  pro- 
position. The  doctrine  for  which  the  defendants'  counsel 
contends  has  no  application  whatever  to  the  facts  of  this 
case.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  bankrupt  had  no  real  pro- 
perty in  the  horses  at  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy,  nor  do  I 
think  that  he  had  any  apparent  ownership  at  the  time.  I 
therefore  think  that  the  direction  was  perfectly  correct. 

BoLFE,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    By  the  deed  of 
the  24th  of  August,  the  bankmpt  assigned  all  his  effects  to 

(a)  5  B  &  Ad.  674. 
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his  trustees.  There  was  no  community  of  profit  and  loss,  ^  1848. 
and  I  think  it  is  dear  there  was  no  partnership  created  by 
that  instrument  In  the  next  place,  it  was  endeavoured  to 
shew  that  the  property  in  question  was  in  the  order  and 
disposition  of  the  bankrupt  That  doctrine  cannot  apply 
here,  for,  two  days  before  the  bankruptcy,  the  trustees  gave 
notice  to  the  difierent  parties  that  the  horses  did  not  belong 
to  TVlggins.  I  veiy  much  doubt  whether  goods  in  the  pos- 
session of  tiiird  parties  can  be  said  to  be  in  the  possesion, 
order,  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt  at  all ;  in  other  words, 
whether  a  constructive  possession  of  them  is  sufficient.  It 
is  however  unnecessary  to  canvass  that  proposition,  as  it  is 
impossible  to  contend  in  the  present  case  that  the  property 
was  in  the  bankrupt's  possession,  order,  and  disposition  at 
the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  or,  if  it  was,  that  it  was  so 
with  the  consent  of  the  true  owner. 

Platt,  6. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  it 
perfecdy  dear  that  Wiggins  and  the  trustees  were  not 
partners,  and  that  the  property  in  question  was  not  in  the 
possession,  order,  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt  at  the 
time  of  the  bankruptcy,  with  the  consent  of  the  true  owner. 

Parke,  B. — I  entertain  tiie  same  opinion  as  I  expressed 
at  tiie  trial.  I  thought  the  case  was  perfectiy  dear.  The 
first  question  which  arose  at  the  trial  was,  whether  all  the 
horses  were  the  property  of  the  trustees.  I  thought,  upon 
the  authority  of  Lunn  v.  Tliamton  (o),  that  there  was  a 
doubt  whether  the  horses  purchased  after  the  execution  of 
the  deed  passed  to  the  trustees,  unless  they  had  been  after- 
wards appropriated  by  tiie  bankrupt.  I  therefore  left  the 
question  to  the  jury,  to  say  whetiier  the  bankrupt  had  ap- 
propriated them ;  and  the  jury  found  that  he  had.  That 
point  therefore  becomes  immaterial  in  the  consideration  of 

(o)  1  C.  B.  379. 
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1848.  the  piesent  question.  It  has  been  contended,  that  the  tros- 
tees,  by  permitting  Wiggins  to  deal  with  these  horses  as 
his  own,  are  estopped  from  saying,  as  against  future  crediton, 
that  they  were  not  his;  but  that  is  carrying  the  doctrine 
laid  down  in  Pickard  y.  Sears  to  an  extent  which  that 
decision  does  not  warrant.  K  the  trustees  entered  into  any 
stipulation  that  the  future  creditors  should  satisfy  them- 
selves out  of  the  goods  employed  in  the  business,  or  had 
represented  to  such  creditors  that  the  bankrupt  was  really 
the  party  interested  in  the  business,  and  upon  that  repre- 
sentation the  creditors  had  dealt  with  him,  they  perhaps 
might  have  been  estopped  from  afterwards  setting  up  a 
different  state  of  facts;  but  that  is  not  the  case  here.  It 
therefore  seems  to  me  that  the  argument  fails  on  that  point. 
I  quite  concur  with  what  has  fallen  from  the  rest  of  the 
Court  with  respect  to  the  question  of  reputed  ownership, 
and  with  reference  to  the  construction  of  the  deed.  I  may 
observe,  that  not  only  in  my  opinion  was  there  no  partner^ 
ship  created  by  it,  but  that  also,  inasmuch  as  the  assignees 
can  only  clidm  under  the  bankrupt  as  respects  the  actual 
ownership  in  the  property,  since  the  bankrupt  admitted  the 
property  in  his  possession  to  be  that  of  the  trustees,  the 
asdgnees  cannot  say  that  it  does  not  belong  to  the  tmsteea 

Rule  refused. 
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1848. 

Brtmer  and  Others,  Assignees  of  Bromley,  a  Bankrupt^      June  12. 
V.  The  Thames  Haven  Dock  and  Railway  Company. 

Covenant.— The  declaration  stated,  that,  before  the  Adedaratiott 

in  covenant 

said  W.  Bromley  became  bankrupt,  by  a  certain  deed  then  stated,  that,  by 

made  and  entered  into  between  the  said  W.  Bromley  of  Je/wee»B.  of 

the  first  part,  one  G.  Dyer  and  Sarah  Ann  his  wife  of  the  ^^^^l^{ 

second  part,  one  P.  Yaughan  and  the  said  W.  Bromley  the  second  part, 

(therein  described  as  trustees  under  the  marriage  settlement  paVt,  and  a 

of  the  said  G.  Dyer  and  Sarah  Ann  his  wife)  of  the  third  ^J^y'^f*^" ' 

part,  and  the  Thames  Haven  Dock  and  Railway  Company  fourth  part, 

after  reciting 

of  the  fourth  part,  after  reciting  that  by  a  memorandum  that  J.  and  E., 
indorsed  on  one  of  certain  particulars  and  conditions  of  sale,  ^  company, 
J.  Jephson  and  E,  Vaux,  therein  respectively  described,  on  "p*^  *®  P.'*'- 

^  '  x-  .f  '         chase  certain 

behalf  of  themselves  and  the  other  members  of  the  com-  premises,  it 
mittee  of  the  then  proposed   Thames  Haven  Dock  and  that  inconsi-' 
Railway  Company,  agreed  to  purchaao  certain  premises  at  ^^-r . 
the  sum  of  5000/.,  and  to  complete  the  same  agreeably  to  B-  agreed  with 

•  •  ^^6  company  to 

the  conditions  of  sale,  it  was  witnessed,  that,  in  considera-  sell  them  cer- 
tion  of  the  sum  of  2500/.,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  ^^  h^'*^ 
that  agreement,  paid  to  W.  Bromley,  with  the  consent  of  ^"^  ®-  "^^"^^ 
6.  Dyer,  Sarah  Aim  his  wife,  and  P.  Yaughan,  and  in  /t//etothehe. 
consideration  of  the  further  sum  of  2936/^  lis.  9c2.,  to  be  and  the  com- 
paid  to  W.  Bromley  &c.,  the  said  W.  Bromley  &c  agreed  ^J^^^^^y 
with  the  said  company,  the  now  defendants,  to  sell  to  them  ^^  "^m. 

,  ,  ,  Ayerment,  that 

certain  messuages  and  lands,  in  the  said  deed  particularly  b.  became 
mentioned ;  and  that  W.  Bromley  would,  at  his  own  ex-  the  pUmtift 
pense,  deduce  a  good  title  to  the  said  hereditaments  &c.,  and  ''*"  ^^  **;*8:- 

r         ^  if  '  nees ;  that  both 

they  and  he  were 
willing  to  deduce  a  good  title ;  that  B.  and  all  necessary  parties  were  ready  and  willing  to  exe- 
cute a  proper  conveyance  of  the  said  hereditaments  to  the  company,  and  would  have  deduced 
a  good  title  and  have  executed  a  proper  conveyance,  but  that  the  company  dUcharged  them  from 
deducing  such  title  and  executing  such  conveyance.  Breach,  that  the  company  would  not 
prepare  such  proper  conveyance  for  execution,  or  pay  the  sum  of  &c. : — Heldj  on  special  de- 
murrer, that  it  sufficiently  appeared  that  the  deed  was  sealed  by  the  defendants ;  also  that  pro- 
fert  was  unnecessary. 

Htldf  also,  on  general  demurrer,  that  the  word  '*  discharge  "  must  be  understood  as  a  dis- 
charge legally  operative — that  is,  by  deed. 

QuKre,  whether  the  deducing  a  good  title  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  plaintiffs'  right  of 
action? 
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1848.  that  the  said  W.  Bromley,  and  all  other  necessary  parties, 
Brtmbr  would,  on  or  before  &C9  on  payment  by  the  company  of 
Thambb  ^®  ^^  ^^™  ^^  2936/.  17«.  9i,  execute,  and  procure  to  be 
Haybn  Dock  executed,  a  proper  conveyance  for  convejring  and  assuring 
Railway  Co.  the  fee  simple  and  inheritance  of  and  in  the  said  hereditar 
ments  unto  the  said  company ;  and  the  company  thereby 
agreed  with  W.  Bromley  that  they  would,  on  or  before 
&c.,  pay  the  said  sum  of  2936/.  17«.  9(L  Averment,  that 
W.  Bromley  became  bankrupt,  and  that  the  pbuntiflb  were 
his  assignees:  that  although  W.  Bromley,  before  he  became 
bankrupt,  and  the  plaintiffs,  as  his  assignees  after  such 
bankruptcy,  were  respectively  ready  and  willing  to  deduce 
a  good  title  to  the  said  hereditaments ;  and  although  W. 
Bromley,  and  all  other  necessary  parties,  were  ready  and 
willing,  on  payment  by  the  company  of  the  said  sum  of 
2936L  17«.  9dL,  to  execute  a  proper  conveyance  for  convey- 
ing and  assuring  the  fee  simple  of  and  in  the  said  heredita- 
ments unto  the  said  company ;  and  although  W.  Bromley, 
before  he  became  bankrupt,  and  the  plaintiffs,  as  assignees 
after  such  bankruptcy,  would  have  deduced  a  good  title  to 
the  said  hereditaments,  and  W.  Bromley,  and  all  other 
necessary  parties,  would  have  executed  a  proper  conveyance 
for  conveying  and  assuring  the  fee  simple  aforesaid  unto  the 
company,  of  all  which  the  company  had  notice,  but  that  the 
company,  on  &c,  discharged  the  Kud  W.  Bromley  and  the 
plaintiffs,  as  such  assignees,  from  dedudjig  such  good  title, 
and  from  the  execution  of  such  conveyance;  yet  the  com- 
pany did  not  nor  would  prepare  such  proper  conveyance 
for  execution,  nor  pay  W.  Bromley  or  the  plainti&,  as  such 
assignees,  the  said  sum  of  2936il  17«.  9d 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  deed  was  ever  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the 
defendants,  or  that  it  was  their  deed:  also,  that  the  plain- 
tiffs have  not  made  profert  of  the  deed,  or  shewn  any  excuse 
for  their  omission. 

Aspland  argued  in  support  of  the  demurrer  (June  9).— 
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First,  it  is  not  shewn  that  the  deed  was  sealed  by  the  com«  vif!^l^ 
pany.  It  may  be  said  that  the  term  ''deed**  implies  that  BariiBa 
the  instrument  was  sealed ;  but  there  is  a  distinction  be-  Tbamis 
tween  a  party  to  a  deed  and  a  party  chai^geable  by  a  deed.  ^^*JJ  J^^* 
In  Budteridge  v-  Flight  {a),  where  the  question  was  whe-  Railway  Co^ 
ther  it  was  necessary  that  an  annuity  deed  should  be  eze** 
cuted  by  all  the  parties  to  it  before  a  memorial  was  inroUed 
pursuant  to  the  53  Greo.  3,  c  14 1,  Abbott^  C.  J.>  says,  *'  It  is 
contended  that  no  person  is  a  party,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute,  until  he  has  executed  the  deed.  It  is  true  that 
he  is  not,  until  that  time,  a  party  chargeable,  but  still  he 
may  be  a  party ;  and  I  take  the  expression  in  the  statute 
to  mean  all  such  persons  as,  upon  reading  the  deed,  appear 
to  be  parties." — Secondly,  there  is  no  profert  of  the  deed, 
nor  any  excuse  alleged  for  its  non-production.  Hodgson  y. 
Warden  (b)  shews  tiiat  a  party  is  not  excused  from  profert 
by  reason  of  the  deed  being  in  the  hands  of  trustees,  who 
refuse  to  allow  him  to  bring  it  into  court  Gray  v.  Fielder  (c)^ 
indeed,  decided  that  a  party  suing  on  a  bond  assigned  by 
commissioners  of  bankrupt<;y  need  not  make  profert;  but  the 
Bankrupt  Act  then  in  force  contained  no  clause  similar  to 
the  63rd  and  64th  sections  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c  16,  which 
vest  in  assignees  all  the  bankrupt's  estate,  both  real  and 
personal,  so  that  they  are  presumed  to  have  the  deeds  in 
their  possession.  Though,  in  general,  a  party  coming  in  by 
act  of  law  need  not  make  profert,  yet,  if  the  deed  belongs 
to  him,  he  must  shew  it,  though  he  came  to  the  estate  by 
act  of  law :  Com.  Dig.,  tit.  ''  Pleader,"  (O.  8),  (O.  9>— 
Thirdly,  there  is  no  ayerment  that  the  plaintiffs  deduced  a 
good  titie,  or  were  excused  from  so  doing;  neither  is  it 
shewn  at  what  time  the  discharge  took  place.  It  is  con- 
sistent with  this  declaration  that  the  offer  to  deduce  a  good 
titie  was  only  made  when  there  was  not  sufficient  time  to 
enable  the  defendants  to  prepare  a  conveyance. 

(a)  6  B.  &  C.  49.       (b)  13  M.  &  W.  22.        {e)  Cro.  Car.  209. 


552  EXCHEQUER  REPORTS. 

^  ^^'  ^  Cowling^  contra. — First,  it  sufficiently  appears  that  the 

Brtmbr  deed  was  sealed  by  the  company.  It  is  stated  to  be  a  deed 
Thames  between  the  parties.  The  word  "  deed/'  of  itself,  imports  a 
*^^^AND^^*^*  sealing  and  delivery;  and  the  word  ** between"  includes  the 
Railway  Co.  ^ord  "by."  In  a  note  to  the  case  of  Cabell  v.  Vaughan  (a) 
it  is  said,  "  There  are  some  words  of  art,  such  as  ^  indenture,* 
*  deed,'  or  *  writing  obligatory,'  which,  of  themselves,  import 
that  the  instrument  toas  sealed  by  the  party,  without  an  aver- 
ment of  sealing.  This  declaration  is  framed  according  to 
the  ordinary  precedents,  and  is  similar  to  those  in  The  Dean 
and  Chapter  of  Bristol  v.  Guyse  (ft)  and  Thursby  v.  Plant  (c). 
Delivery  of  a  deed  is  as  necessary  as  sealing,  yet  it  is 
never  alleged  that  a  deed  was  delivered.  In  Atkinson  v. 
Coatsworth(d)  it  was  resolved  by  the  Court,  that  a  "deed 
being  set  out  as  indentura  facta  inter  the  lessor  and  lessee, 
by  which  the  lessee  convenit  et  agreavit  to  pay  the  rent, 
that  was  an  implicit  averment  of  a  sealing  by  him,  within 
the  reason  of  the  case  of  Taylor  v.  Dobbins  {e\  where  fecit 
notam  suam  was  held  to  import  a  signing." — Secondly,  pro- 
fert  is  unnecessary.  No  doubt,  if  the  action  had  been 
brought  by  the  parties  themselves,  or  their  executors,  pro- 
fert  must  have  been  made;  but  Gray  v.  Fielder {f)  and 
Jenkins  v.  Pearce  {g)  clearly  shew  that  the  assignees  of  a 
bankrupt  need  not  make  profert,  since  they  come  in  by 
operation  of  law.  The  63rd  and  64th  sections  of  the  6 
Oeo.  4,  c  16,  which  empower  the  conunissioners  to  convey 
the  bankrupt's  estate  to  his  assignees,  are  not  new  ^lact- 
ments ;  so  that  if  Gray  v.  Fielder  was  ever  law,  it  remains 
so  stilL — Thirdly,  the  stipulation  as  to  deducing  a  good 
titie  is  not  a  condition  precedent  The  agre^nent  is,  that 
W.  Brown,  and  all  other  necessary  parties,  would,  on  pay- 


(a)  1  Wms.  Saund.  291,  n.  1.  (0)  1  Sir.  899. 

(h)  Id.  103a.  (/)  Cro.  Car.  209. 

(c)  Id.  230.  (^)  6  M.  &  W.  722. 
{d)  1  Sir.  512. 
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ment  by  the  Companj,  execute  a  proper  conveyance;  and        1848. 
it  is  averred  that  they  were  ready  and  willing  to  do  sa       Bbtihb 
The  only  condition  precedent  is  the  capacity  of  the  par-      tb^jok 
ties  to  convey  the  estate.     Pordage  v.  Cole  {a)  decided,    'EUymkDwx 
that  if  it  be  agreed  between  A.  and  B.,  that  R  shall  pay    Bjolwat  Ck». 
A.  a  sum  of  money  for  his  lands  on  a  particular  day,  that 
16  an  independent  covenant,  and  A,  may  bring  an  action 
for  the  money  before  any  conveyance  by  him  of  the  land* 
So,  where,  upon  a  sale  of  lands  on  the  25th  of  January,  it 
was  agreed  that  a  draft  of  the  conveyance  should  be  de- 
livered within  three  months  from  that  date,  it  was  held 
no  condition  precedent  that  the  draft  should  be  delivered 
by  that  day:  Lang  v.  Oaie  (6).     Laird  v.  Fim  (c)  is  also 
an  authority  in  point    But  even  if  this  stipulation  be  a 
condition  precedent,  the  averment  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
ready  and  willing,  with  all  necessary  parties,  to  concur  in 
executing  a  proper  conveyance,  is  an  implied  averment  of 
good  title. 

AspUiTidy  in  reply. — First,  the  usual  form  of  declaring, 
in  cases  like  the  present,  is  to  state  that  the  indenture  was 
sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  defendant.  In  the  note  to  Car 
beU  V.  Vaugkan  ((2),  it  is  said,  "  The  law  will  not  intend 
the  other  sealed  the  bond  or  deed,  unless  it  be  expressly 
averred  that  he  did.'' — Secondly,  if  the  argument  on  the 
other  side  be  correct,  the  title  might  be  deduced  after  the 
conveyance  was  executed.  There  is  nothing  to  shew  that 
the  plaintiffs  were  ready  to  deduce  a  good  title  at  the  time 
when  the  defendants  could  have  tendered  a  conveyance : 
1  Sugd.  Vend.  &  Pur.  SOO  (e).  Then,  the  discharge  of  the 
condition  precedent  ought  to  have  been  alleged  to  have 
been  by  deed.  The  obligation  created  by  an  instrument 
under  seal  can  only  be  dischaiged  by  an  instrument  of 

(a)  1  Saund.  319  L  (d)  I  Saund.  291,  n.  1. 

(h)  im&S.  111.  {e)  Eleventh  edition. 

(e)  im&Yf.  474. 
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Thaxbs 

BUybnDook 

BailwatOo. 


equal  validity :  Davey  v.  PrenAergroM  (a).  The  note  to 
Stennd  v.  Hogg  (6)  shews,  that,  though  the  objection  mi^t 
have  been  cured  by  verdict,  it  is  fatal  on  demurrer. 

The  Court  intimated  their  opinion  to  be  in  favour  of  ihe 
plaintiflb  on  all  the  points,  except  that  relating  to  the  de- 
duction of  title;  and  that,  on  that  point,  they  would  take 
time  to  consider  their  judgment 

Cur.  adv.  vult 


PoLLOOK,  C.  R,  now  said : — ^In  this  case,  several  causes 
of  demurrer  were  assigned,  all  of  which  were  disposed  of 
at  the  time  of  the  argument,  except  one,  upon  which  the 
Court  took  time  to  consider,  namely,  whether  the  deducing 
of  a  good  title  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  plaintiffs' 
right  to  bring  this  action.  [His  Lordship  then  stated  the 
declaration.]  We  think,  that^  upon  these  pleadings,  the 
averment,  that ''  the  Company  dischaiged  W.  Bromley  and 
the  plaintiffs  from  deducing  such  title,^'  must  be  under- 
stood as  a  discharge  legally  operative;  that  is,  a  discharge 
by  deed.  It  therefore  becomes  unnecessary  to  determine 
whether  the  deducing  a  good  title  was  a  condition  pre- 
cedent ot  not  The  defendant  may  have  liberty  to  amend 
on  the  usual  terms:  otherwise. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff.    . 


(a)  5  B.  &  Aid.  187. 


{b)  1  Saand«  228  a. 


Assi 
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1848. 

Websteb  v.  Cbouch  and  Abbowsmith.  June  9. 


tUMPSIT. — The  declaration  stated,  that  whereas,  A  dedaration 
before  the  making  of  the  promise,  the  plaintiff  had  divers  ^fT^iti^, 
dealings  and  transactions  with  the  defendant  Crouch  alone,  Jjff  ^^c^J^' 
and  also  with  Crouch  and  the  defendant  Arrowsmith;  that  desUngs  and 

traiiaaction8 

divers  claims  and  accounts  remained  unsettled  between  with  o.  ak>ne; 

the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants ;  that  the  plaintiff  had,  ^  ^^  ^J? 

for  the  accommodation  of  Crouch,  accepted  divers  bills  of  *^*  d^^®™  •«• 

'         *^   ^  counts  re- 

exchange;  and  thereupon,  to  wit,  on  &a,  in  consideration  mained  unset- 

that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  defendants'  request,  then  delivered  the  plaintiff 

to  the  defendants  three  acceptances,  as  foUows :  16ZL  fo.  at  l^ts-^hat' 

two  months,  21t  16&  2cL  at  three  months,  26£  78.  11  A,  ^pifi^tiff 

'  '  '  had,  for  the 

dated  the  7th  of  April,  at  five  months,  as  a  JuU  setUement  Moommoda- 
qf  debtSy  the  defendants  promised  the  plaintiff  to  return  aMepteddivefa 
him  the  acceptances  drawn  by  the  defendant  Crouch,  as  ohanro^d 
follows:   28i  16*.  and  28t,  and  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  thereuplon, in 

oonsideration 

sum  of  ISL  towards  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  by  the  de-  that  the  piain- 

fendant  Crouch  for  302.  4&  6d,  which  would  become  due  uveredtoUie 

on  the  10th  of  May,  1846.    Breach,  that  the  defendants  ^^*"  ^ 

did  not  nor  would  return  the  acceptances,  or  pay  the  plain-  u»»e  m  foi- 

lows:  IW.  df. 
tiff  the  1 62.  at  two  months 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  no  suffi-  three  montha^^ 
cient  consideration  was  shewn  for  the  allied  promise;  jfLJ'th^Yth 
that,  for  aught  that  appears,  the  acceptances  delivered  to  of  Aprii,atfiyo 
the  defendant  may  have  been  worthless ;  that  the  declara-  ^M9etUmmt 
tion  was  defective,  in  not  stating  the  names  of  the  parties  ^^^^^  pro. 
whose  acceptances  were  delivered  to  the  defendant& —  "?^.*?® 

,      *  plaintin  to  re- 

joinder in  demurrer.  tom  him  the 

aooeptanoes 
drawn  by  0., 
as  fi)llow8  * 

t/".  Brown,  for  the  plaintiff. — ^First,  the  declaration  is  281. 15».  uid 
bad  for  uncertainty.    The  contract  is  not  connected  with  ^^  tSd^**' 

fendant  did 
not  return 
the  aooeptanoes.    On  special  demurrer,  MM  bad,  for  imoertainty. 

002 
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1848.  the  inducement  What  meaning  can  be  attached  to  the 
WKB81XB  words  ^'  as  a  full  settlement  of  debts  V*  It  does  not  appear 
Cbouoh.  whose  debts  they  were^  nor  what  was  the  amount  of  them. 
They  may  either  have  been  the  plaintiff's  own  debts,  or 
the  debts  of  third  persona  If  the  former,  there  might  or 
might  not  be  consideration,  since  the  giving  acceptances  is 
no  consideration  to  support  a  promise,  unless  they  are  of 
an  amount  equal  to  the  debts,  and  negotiable :  Sibree  r. 
Tripp  (a) :  James  v.  WtUiams  (6),  Ctmber  v.  Wane  (c),  1 
Smith's  Leading  Cases,  149  a.  A  failure  of  any  part  of 
the  consideration  would  vitiate  the  whole:  Janes  v. 
Watte  (d).  Besides,  it  is  not  stated  who  are  the  acceptors 
of  the  billa  Appdmans  v.  Blanche  (e)  shews  that  the  omis- 
sion, in  pleadings,  of  even  the  Christian  names  of  parties  to 
bills,  is  ground  of  special  demurrer,  unless  excused  by 
averment  There  is  this  further  objection,  that  the  declara- 
tion only  states  an  accord  unexecuted,  upon  which  no 
action  will  lie :  Lynn  v.  Bruce  (/),  Reeves  v.  ffeame  (gr). 

Manning,  Serjt,  conti^ — ^The  declaration  shews  a  valid 
consideration  for  the  defendants'  promisa  Whatever  may 
have  been  the  nature  of  the  acceptances^  the  parties  have 
agreed  to  treat  the  delivery  of  the  paper  on  which  they 
were  written  as  a  settlement  of  the  debts.  The  considerar 
tion  is,  therefore,  executed ;  and  whether  the  acceptances 
were  of  any  money  value  or  not,  the  liability  resulting  to 
the  plaintiff  from  their  delivery  is  a  sufficient  considera- 
tion to  support  the  promise.  The  words,  ^^  as  a  full  settle- 
ment of  debts,"  are  surplusage,  which  is  no  ground  of 
special  demurrer:  1.  Chit  Plead.  252.  [Aldersonj  R — 
Those  words  cannot  be  rejected  as  surplusage ;  and  the 
nature  of  the  debts  should  be  stated  with  convenient  cer- 

(a)  15  M.  &  W.  23.  (<;)  14  M.  d^  W.  154. 

{b)  13  M.  &  W.  828.  (/)  2  H.  BL  317. 

(c)  1  Str.  426.  (^)  1  M.  4r  W.  323. 

(d)  5  Bing.  N.  0.  351. 
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tainty.    Rclfey  B. — ^There  can  be  no  difficulty  in  stating        1848. 
whose  debts  they  are.]  Wxanm 

V. 

Gboucb. 
Pbb  Cubiajl — ^The  plaintiff  may  have  liberty  to  amend : 

otherwise. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant 


c 


Chebby  i;.  Hehinq  and  Another.  Jvm  d. 

OVENANT. — ^The  declaration  stated,  that,  by  indenture  A  debUm- 


tint!  ■^wtfwl 

made  the  31st  of  March,  1836,  between  the  plaintiff,  execu-  that,  hjwl  in- 
trixof  thewillof  J.  Cherry,  of  the  first  part,  G.Whieldon  of  ^^^^ 
the  second  part,  J.  Batliff  of  the  third  part,  and  the  de-  ?J?^^"^ 
fendantSy  of  the  fourth  part,  (prof ert) :  the  plaintiff  granted,  the  pUuntlff 
bargained,  sold,  and  asngned,  and  G.  Whieldon,  (as  equi-  ^danto  oer- 
able  mortgagee),  and  J.  Batliff,  as  legatee  under  the  will  of  J^J*^ 
J.  Cherry,  assigned  and  released  to  the  defendants  certain  the  defendants 
letters  patent,  and  the  exclusive  right  and  enjo}rment  of  pMj  the  pki&. 
the  invention  therein  mentioned :  and  the  defendants  cove-  t^X 
nanted  with  the  plaintiff  to  pay  her  8401  by  instalments ;  g"^^  *^ 
(that  is  to  say),  1202L  on  the  1st  of  April,  1837,  602.  on  the  Ist  piration  of' 
of  April,  1838,  and  an  instalment  of  602.  yearly  on  the  1st  of  from  the  date 
April  in  each  year  following :  Provided  always,  that  if,  at  '^^^^' 
the  expiration  of  twelve  months  from  the  date  of  the  in-  fendantsBhoold 

*"  not  approve  of 

thepatent^ 
and  of  sach  their  duapprobation,  and  intention  to  sell  the  patent,  ahotild  give  notice  in 
writing  to  the  plaintiff,  the  payment  of  the  first  instafanent  should  be  saspended;  and  i( 
having  given  such  notiee,  the  defendants  should,  within  six.  months,  sell  the  patent  for  the 
best  price  that  ootdd  be  obtained  for  the  same,  and,  retaining  to  themselves  240^  and  certain 
oostS)  pay  over  to  the  plaintiff  the  surplus  (if  any),  the  covenant  for  payment  of  the  SHOL 
should  cease ;  but  if  the  defendant,  bavins  given  such  notice,  should  neglut  or  refute  to 
obnrre  all  tfaie  other  matters  and  things  in  the  proviso,  the  covenant  for  payment  of  the  640C. 
should  stand.  Averment,  that  the  defendants  gave  due  notice  of  their  disapprobation  of  the 
patent^  and  of  their  intention  to  sell  the  same ;  that  six  months  from  the  date  of  the  notice 
had  elapsed,  and  tiie  defendants  had  not  sold  the  patent.  Breach,  non-payment  of  the  8402. 
Plea^  tnat  the  defendants  were  ready  and  willing,  and  endeavoured  to  sell  the  patent^  bat 
that  no  sale  could  be  effected,  and  the  same  remained  unsold,  without  any  de&ult,  and  against 
the  will  of  the  defendants : — Hdd,  that  the  defendants,  not  hiftving  sold  the  patent,  wereliaUe 
to  pay  the  S40/.,  and  therefore  the  plea  was  bad. 
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1848*  ^  denture,  the  defendants  should  not  approve  of  the  wofkmg 
of  the  patent,  and  of  such  their  disapprobation,  and  of  their 
intention  to  sell  the  patent,  should  give  notice  in  writing 
to  the  plaintiff,  such  notice  not  to  be  given  before  the 
1st  of  March,  1837,  nor  after  the  Slst  of  March,  1837,  then 
and  in  such  case  the  payment  of  the  first  instalment  of 
120L  should  be  suspended ;  and  if,  having  given  such 
notice,  the  defendants  should,  within  six  months  after  the 
date  thereof,  bon&  fide  sell  and  dispose  of  the  said  letters 
patent  to  any  person  willing  to  purchase  the  same,  for  the 
best  price  that  could  be  reasonably  obtained,  and  by  and 
out  of  the  monies  to  arise  firom  the  sale,  and  all  intermediate 
profits,  should  pay  and  satisfy  all  costs  of  such  sale,  and 
retain  to  themselves  2402^,  being  the  amount  paid  by  them, 
and  all  costs  incurred  in  working  the  patent,  and  should  pay 
over  to  the  plaintiff  the  net  surplus,  if  any,  and,  at  the 
same  time,  render  a  true  account  in  writing  of  the  matters 
aforesaid,  then  and  in  such  case  the  covenant  and  agree- 
ment for  payment  of  8402.  should  cease  and  determine. 
But,  if  the  defendants  should  ne^ect  to  give  such  notice, 
or,  having  given  such  notice,  should  neglect  or  refuse  to 
observe  and  perform  all  the  other  matters  and  things  in 
the  said  proviso  mentioned,  then  the  covenant  for  pay- 
ment of  840ib  as  aforesaid  should  be  and  stand  in  full 
force ;  and  the  said  first  instahnent  of  1202L,  in  case  the 
same  should  have  been  suspended  by  the  giving  such  notice 
as  aforesaid,  should,  at  the  expiration  of  six  calendar  months 
from  such  notice,  revive  and  be  payable. 

Averment — ^That  the  defendants  gave  due  notice  in  writ- 
ing of  their  disapprobation  of  the  working  and  exercising 
the  said  letters  patent,  and  of  their  intention  to  sell  the 
same ;  that  six  months  from  the  date  of  the  notice  elapsed 
before  the  commencement  of  the  suit ;  and  that  the  de- 
fendants had  not  bon&  fide  sold  the  said  letters  patent,  or 
rendered  the  plaintiff  any  account  in  writing  of  any  sale 
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thereof,  or  of  the  costs,  or  of  the  net  snipltia  Breach,  nbn-     ^  .1848. 
payment  of  any  portion  of  the  said  sum  of  8402. 

Plea — ^That,  after  the  giving  the  notice  in  writing  to  the 
plaintiff  of  the  defendants'  disapprobation  of  the  working 
and  exercising  the  letters  patent,  and  of  their  intention  to 
sell  the  same,  and  within  and  during  the  period  of  six 
months  after  the  date  and  delivery  of  the  said  notice,  the 
defendants  were  ready  and  willing,  and  endeavoured  and 
offered  to  bon&  fide  sell  the  said  letters  patent  for  the  best 
price  that  could  be  reasonably  obtained,  by  public  auction; 
that  no  person  would  be  or  become  a  purchaser  thereof, 
and  no  bona  fide  sale  could  be  then  effected ;  that,  during 
the  said  space  of  six  months,  and  at  all  times  hitherto,  the 
defendants  have  been  unable  to  sell  the  same ;  that  the 
said  letters  patent  have  remained  unsold,  without  any 
default,  and  against  the  will  of  the  defendants ;  that  the 
defendants  have  not  at  any  time  been  able  to  make 
any  intermediate  profit  from  working  or  exercising  the 
letters  patent,  and  the  same  have  been,  and  were  always, 
useless  and  valueless,  and  it  has  been  impossible  to  sell 
and  dispose  of  the  same. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  (amongst  others), 
that^  although  by  the  covenant  the  defendants  bound 
themselves  to  make  the  payments,  except  in  the  events  spe- 
cified in  the  proviso,  yet  the  plea  does  not  allege  the  hap- 
pening of  those  events,  but  admits  that  those  events  failed, 
and  merely  alleges  that  the  failure  did  not  arise  from 
the  negligence  or  default  of  the  defendanta — Joinder  in 
demurrer. 

T,  JoneSj  in  support  of  the  demurrer.-^The  covenant  is 
to  pay  a  certain  sum  by  instalments,  unless  the  defendants 
should  sell  the  letters  patent  within  a  given  time.  The 
plea  in  effect  is,  that  the  defendants,  notwithstanding 
their  endeavours,  were  unable  to  sell  the  letters  patent. 
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1848.        That  is  no  answer  to  a  breach  of  this  covenant,  which  is 
in  terms  absolute,  and  restrained  only  by  the  proviso. 

(7.  PoUocky  contrk — Either  the  plea  is  good,  or  the  de- 
claration bad.  The  question  resolves  itself  into  this — 
namely,  what  is  the  true  construction  of  the  agreement? 
The  parties  evidently  contemplated  that  the  patent  was 
valuable,  or,  if  it  should  turn  out  otherwise,  that  the  loss 
should  be  sustained  between  them.  Suppose  it  had  sold 
for  502^  only,  would  not  the  defendants  in  that  case  have 
been  free  from  the  payment  of  the  instalments  ?  If  so,  it 
could  never  have  been  intended  that  the  defendants 
should  be  liable,  though  they  could  not  sell  at  alL  The 
proviso  necessarily  implies  that  some  price  should  be  ob- 
tained for  the  patent  Any  other  construction  would  be  a 
great  hardship  on  the  defendants.  The  contingency  upon 
which  the  covenant  remains  in  force,  is  the  neglect  or 
refusal  of  the  defendants  to  give  notice,  or,  having  given 
it,  to  perform  the  other  matters  mentioned  in  the  provisa 
That  means  a  wilful  neglect  or  refusal ;  but  the  plea  shews 
that  the  defendants  have  done  all  in  their  power  to  sell 
the  patent  The  principle  of  the  decision  in  Harris  v. 
MarUle  (a)  is  applicable  to  the  present  case. 

T.  Jones  was  not  called  upon  to  reply. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plea  is  bad, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  The  defend- 
ants' counsel  argued,  that  it  is  to  be  considered  as  an 
implied  term  in  the  bargain,  that,  if  the  patent  cannot  be 
sold,  it  shall  be  the  same  thing  as  if  it  were  sold.  That 
would  probably  be  so,  if  the  patent  were  repealed  by  scire 
facias,  by  the  interposition  of  some  third  person,  or  if  this 

(a)  3  T.  E»  307. 
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were  the  case  of  a  chattel  that  had  been  destroyed,  because  ^  1848. 
it  is  an  implied  condition  that  the  subject-matter  of  the 
contract  shall  remain  in  specie.  This  plea  does  not  dis- 
close sach  a  state  of  things,  but  only  that,  notwithstand- 
ing the  efforts  of  the  defendants,  the  patent  could  not  be 
sold.  It  may  be,  that  if  they  took  more  pains,  or  applied 
in  another  direction,  or  more  largely  advertised,  they 
might  haye  succeeded.  The  proviso  is,  that,  if  the  defend- 
ants shall  give  notice,  within  a  certain  period,  of  their  in- 
tention to  sell  the  letters  patent,  the  payment  of  the  first 
instalment  shall  be  suspended.  They  have  given  such 
notice }  and  the  question  then  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  has 
a  right  to  demand  that  instalment  That  depends  upon 
whether  the  drfendants  have  complied  with  the  rest  of  the 
agreement,  which  is,  that  if,  having  given  such  notice,  they 
shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  perform  the  other  matters  men- 
tioned in  the  proviso,  the  covenant  for  payment  of  the 
8402.  shall  stand  in  full  force.  If  the  words  "  neglect  or 
refuse  to  perform  the  other  matters''  meant  simply  n^lect 
or  refuse  to  ''offer  for  sale,"  the  defendants  would  be  right ; 
but  the  meaning  is,  if  they  shall  not  do  that  which  is  men- 
tioned in  the  previous  part  of  the  proviso,  namely, ''  bona 
fide  sell  and  dispose  of  the  patent  " — ^not  having  sold  it, 
they  have  rendered  themselves  liable  to  pay  the  instal- 
ment& 

Aldebson,  R — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  defend- 
ants have  bound  themselves  by  an  indenture  to  pay  a  cer- 
tain sum  of  money  by  instalments :  then,  in  case  the  de- 
fendants shall  disapprove  of  the  working  of  the  patent, 
there  is  an  absolute  power  on  their  part  to  give  notice  at  a 
period  before  the  first  instahnent  is  payable,  and  the  pay- 
ment of  it  is  suspended :  then,  if  they  shall  do  certain 
other  acts,  all  payments  in  respect  of  the  84021  are  to 
cease;  but  if  they  shall  neglect  to  do  those  acts,  the  instal- 
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1848.  ment  suspended,  and  all  other%  are  to  oontinne  in  force. 
The  condition  upon  which  the  payment  of  the  &ML  ceases 
is,  that  they  do  certain  acts.  It  is  not  ayerred  that  they 
have  done  those  acts,  but  only  that  they  endeavoured  to 
do  them. 

RoLFB,  R — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  cannot  see  the 
hardship  of  our  construction  of  the  deed.  This  may  be  a 
bad  bargain ;  but  if  the  patent  were  valuable,  the  hardship 
would  be  the  other  way,  for  the  plaintiff  has  no  right  to 
any  part  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  unless  it  takes  place 
within  six  months  after  the  notice.  Ck>nsistently  with  the 
language  of  this  covenant,  the  defendants  might,  the  day 
after  the  expiration  of  the  six  months'  notice,  sell  the 
patent  for  10,0002L,  and  pocket  the  whole,  paying  the  SM. 
by  instalments  as  they  became  due.  That  shews  that  any 
other  construction  would  be  productive  of  the  greatest 
injustice. 

Flatt,  R — ^The  defendants  have  covenanted  to  pay  a  cer- 
tain sum  of  money  by  instalments ;  but  the  deed  contains  a 
proviso  which  avoids  that  covenant,  in  the  event  of  their 
performing  certain  acts:  they  have  not  done  those  acts, 
and  are  therefore  liable  to  pay  the  instalments. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


TBimTT  TEBM,   11  TIOT. 


Mat  t;.  Setler.  June  13. 

jlxSSUMPSIT  on  a  promissory  note,  made  by  one  Papa-  To  an  action 
nicolas,  for  payment  to  the  defendant,  or  order,  of  75(ML,  agi^st^ 
four  months  after  date,  and  by  the  defendant  indorsed  to  ^^™fr  ^* 

'  "^  prntniBncny 

the  plaintiff  note,  for  pay- 

*         _,  -  ,,  t  t        t        t  tk      t  ment  of  7604., 

Plea — ^That  the  note  was  indorsed  by  the  defendant,  the  defendant 
who  then  deliyered  the  same  so  indorsed  to  Papanicolas,  Ei^dme^^ 
who  then  received  the  same  for  the  purpose  and  on  the  S^*?^*®  *®  . , 

*     ^  p.  for  a  special 

understanding  that  the  same  should  be  used  and  nego-  purpose,  and 
tiated  for  the  taking  up  a  bill  of  exchange  accepted  by  violation  of 
the  defendant  for  lOOOl ;  that  Papanicolas,  in  violation  ^^J^J^i, 
of  the  said  understanding  and  special  purpose,  used  and  the  plaintiff, 
negotiated  the  note,  and  transferred  and  delivered  the  never  was  any 
same,  so  indorsed,  to  the  plaintiff,  for  other  and  different  ^^^^e  fr^ 
purposes,  and  did  not  take  up  the  said  bill,  and  the  ^edS^dl^ 
plaintiff  then  took  and  received  the  same  from  him,  in  or  P.,  for  the 
violation  of  and  contrary  to  the  said  special  purpose ;  note  by  P., 
and  the  defendant  says,  that  there  never  was  any  con-  ^^kltiff  beins 
sideration  or  value  to  him  for  his  indorsement,  and  that  ^^®  ^y^Bt  of 

the  same*   Be* 

there  never  was  any  value  or  consideration  from  the  plain*  plication,  that 

tiff  to  him  or  Papanicolas  for  the  delivery  or  transfer  of  yj^^^^ 

the  note  by  Papanicolas  to  the  plaintiff,  or  for  the  plain-  ^^^^^j^ 

tiff's  being  the  holder  of  the  same.  being  the 

Replication — ^That  there  was  good  value  and  consider-  note ;  to  wit^ 

ation  for  the  plaintiff's  being  the  holder  of  the  note,  to  ^^^^^^ 

wit,  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  75WL :  con-  ^^«S^.!^ 

eluding  to  the  country.  ffdd,  on  spe- 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that,  under  the  that  the       ' 


traverse  taken  by  the  replication,  it  was  uncertain  whe*  ^2f^  ^"^ 
ther  the  plaintiff  intended  to  rely  at  the  trial  on  proof 
of  consideration  to  Papanicolas,  or  the  defendant,  or  some 
stranger ;  and  that,  if  the  traverse  were  considered  to 
admit  evidence  of  the  plaintiff  having  given  consideration 
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to  a  stranger,  the  defendant  would  be  taken  by  surpiise. 
— Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Pkipaan  argued  in  support  of  the  demurrer  (June  12). — 
The  plea  affords  a  suflGicient  prim&  facie  answer,  by  shew- 
ing that  the  bill  was  negotiated  in  violation  of  the  special 
purpose  for  which  it  was  indorsed,  and  that  there  was  no 
value  or  consideration  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant 
or  Papanicolas.  The  replication  ought,  therefore^  to  have 
stated  that  the  plaintiff  gave  value  to  the  defendant,  or  to 
Papanicolas,  or  some  intermediate  holder.  The  defend- 
ant has  no  means  of  ascertaining  from  whom  the  plain- 
tiff received  the  note,  and  what  title  that  party  might 
have  to  it  Possibly  the  plaintiff  gave  value  to  an  indorser 
who  obtained  the  note  by  theft  or  fraud,  with  the  plain- 
tiff's knowledge,  and  the  defendant  ought  to  have  an  op- 
portunity of  shewing  the  fact  by  way  of  rejoinder.  The 
correct  form  of  replication  appears  from  the  case  of  Ar- 
bouin  V.  Anderson  (a). 

Marti%  contrk  (Prentice  with  him). — ^It  is  essential  that 
the  plea  should  negative  all  consideration  ;  therefore^  the 
meaning  of  the  latter  averment  is,  that  there  never  was 
any  consideration  or  value  to  any  person  whatever  in 
respect  of  the  note.  The  replication  properly  states  that 
there  was  consideration.  If  the  replication  had  set  out 
the  facts  q>ecially,  shewing  the  nature  of  the  considera- 
tion, and  to  whom  given,  it  would  have  been  inconsistent 
with  the  plea,  and  bad  on  special  demurrer.  In  a  note 
to  the  case  of  Bennet  v.  FHkins  (b),  it  is  laid  down,  that 
whenever  any  material  fact  is  alleged  in  any  pleading, 
which,  if  denied,  will,  upon  issue  joined,  decide  the  cause 
one  way  or  other,  if  the  adverse  party  plead  a  matter 

{a)  1  Q.  B.  488.  {h)  1  Saund.  21,  n.  2. 
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indonsistent  with,  and  contrary  to,  such  all^tion,  he  ^848. 
fnust  traverse  it  A  traverse  may  be  either  by  a  direct 
denial,  or  by  an  inducement  of  affirmative  matter  incon- 
sistent with  the  previous  pleading,  and  concluding  with 
an  absque  hoc ;  and  though,  in  Wm&  Saunders  (a),  it  is 
said  that  there  are  precedents  either  way,  yet  the  general 
practice  is  simply  to  deny  the  allegation  in  the  plea,  con- 
cluding to  the  country.  Before  the  rule  of  H.  T.,  4  Will 
4,  r.  13,  the  special  traverse  concluded  with  a  verification, 
which  shews  that  such  a  form  of  replication  would  be 
improper  in  this  case,  since  it  would  lead  to  unnecessary 
prolixity.  In  Arhouin  v.  A'nder8(m  (b),  the  plea  was  bad, 
and  the  plaintiff,  not  having  demurred  to  it,  was  compelled 
to  reply  new  affirmative  matter.  [PcXlocky  C.  B. — In  the 
case  of  the  Earl  of  Stirling  v.  Clayton  (c),  the  defendant 
pleaded  in  abatement,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  Earl 
of  Stirling,  and  it  was  held,  that  the  plaintiff,  in  his  repli- 
cation, was  bound  to  shew  how  he  claimed  the  dignity.] 
That  case  proceeded  on  the  ground  that  a  party  pleading 
a  dignity  must  shew  how  he  has  it  To  a  plea  of  no 
memorandum  in  writing,  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
the  plaintiff  may  reply  that  there  was  such  memorandum, 
without  setting  it  out  in  his  replication :  Wakeman  v.  Sut- 
ton (d). 

Phipson  replied. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

• 

Pollock,  C.  B.,  now  said  i^-ln  the  case  of  May  v.  Seyler^ 
we  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  replication  is  good,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  It  was  an  ac- 
tion by  the  indorsee  against  the  payee  of  a  promissory 
note.  The  plea,  in  substance,  stated,  that  the  note  was 
indorsed  to  one  Papanicolas,  for  a  special  purpose,  and  that 

{a)  VoL  1, 103  b,  n.  3.  {e)  1  0.  &  M.  241. 

(6)  1  Q.  B.  498.  {di%L.^  B.  78. 


iMd.  PapanicoUs,  in  violation  of  that  purpose,  deliTered  it  to 
BfAT  tlie  plaintiff,  who  was  the  holder  without  considentioa 
o-^-.  The  plaintiff  replied  simplj,  that  there  was  consideration, 
and  to  that  replication  there  was  a  demnrrer;  and  the 
point  we  took  time  to  consider  was,  whether  the  plaintiff, 
when  it  became  necessary  to  reply  that  there  was  conm- 
deration,  could  state  it  in  these  general  tenna.  The  case 
of  the  Earl  of  Stiriinff  v.  Clayixm  (a)  was  referred  to,  to 
establish  the  proposition,  that  where  matter  is  denied  by 
the  defendant,  and  is  affirmed  by  the  plaintiff,  he  must  go 
on  to  shew  something  more  than  a  mere  traverse  of  the 
n^ative.  In  the  case  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  declared 
as  Earl  of  Stirling;  the  defendant  pleaded  in  abatement; 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  Earl  of  Stirling;  and  this  Conrt 
then  held,  that  the  plaintiff,  in  hia  replication,  was  bonnd 
to  shew  how  he  claimed  the  dignity.  That  case  proceeded 
on  the  gronnd,  that,  where  a  matter  is  pectdiarly  within 
the  knowledge  of  one  par^,  that  party  most  state  it  in 
pleading.  But,  in  the  case  of  bills  of  exchange  and  pro- 
missory notes,  the  onus  of  proving  want  of  consideration 
is  cast  on  the  defendant,  unless  the  plaintiff's  title  be  im- 
peached in  some  way,  as  upon  the  pleadings.  In  the  pre- 
-  sent  case,  there  is  nothing  of  that  sort;  and  it  is,  there- 
fore, sufficient  for  the  plaintiff  to  reply  as  he  has  done ; 
and  we  think  that  he  is  entitled  to  judgment  The  de- 
fendant may,  however,  have  leave  to  amend  on  the  usual 
terms,  by  adding  the  similiter,  otherwise  there  will  be 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  ICtcH.  241. 
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TvBNBR  V.  The  Metbofoutan  Live  Stock  Compakt.        June  16. 
AN  tliis  case  a  rule  nisi  had  been  obtained  for  leave  to  Th©  retom  of 

•  •  •  •r«'rwt^i«»ii_ij       ^®  nanm  of 

issue  execution  against  one  Louis  De  Dron,  a  snarenoider  aharelioiden 
in  a  joint-stock  company,  completely  registered  under  the  Jj^^^^. 
provisions  of  the  7  &  8  Vict  a  110.    It  appeared  that  the  ^||2ttotibe 
plaintiff  had  obtained  a  judgment  against  the  Company  for  7  &  8  yicl  o. 
2872.  8s,  2d,  and  that  the  Company  had  no  property  or  fiioi^^^ienoe 
effects  upon  which  the  same  could  be  levied.    The  motion  ^^^^^^ 
was  made  upon  a  certified  copy  of  an  extract  firom  the  nwaedintho 

*  retam  being 

schedule  of  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  Company,  re-  aharehoiden^ 
turned  to  the  Eegistry-office,  containing  the  names  of  the  Se*Courtm 
subscribers  and  the  number  of  shares  held  by  each,  in  ^ii^^^  ^^ 

''  OUuOn  to  IBBUO 

which  De  Droff  was  stated  to  be  the  holder  of  three  hun-  aga^ist  them 

under  the  66th 

dred  shares.  section  of  that 


aot. 


BramweU  shewed  cause. — ^It  does  not  sufficiently  appear 
that  De  Droff  is  a  shareholder  for  the  time  being,  or 
that  he  was  a  shareholder  at  the  time  of  the  contract  en- 
tered into,  so  as  to  render  him  liable  to  an  execution 
under  the  66th  sect  of  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  110.  The  return 
made  by  the  Company  to  the  Registry-office  is  not  evi- 
dence against  any  person  whose  name  is  contained  therein, 
without  proof  that  he  authorised  the  return.  The  14th 
and  four  following  sections  relate  to  returns  to  be  made 
by  companies  completely  registered ;  but  the  only  effect  of 
those  enactments  is  to  regulate  the  mode  in  which  the  re- 
turns are  to  be  made,  and  in  what  way  they  are  to  be 
authenticated.  The  certified  copy  is  evidence  that  a  re- 
turn has  in  fact  been  made,  but  no  more.  Under  this 
statute,  a  shareholder  has  not  the  protection  of  a  scire 
facias.  [PhU^  R — ^No  injustice  can  be  done,  as  the  party 
sought  to  be  charged  may  deny  that  he  is  a  shareholder: 
in  the  absence  of  such  denial,  the  return  is  evidence  that 
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he  is.]  The  registrar  has  no  power  to  inquire  whether 
the  persons,  whose  names  are  mentioned  in  the  return,  are 
shareholders  or  not ;  his  iutj  is  to  register  the  list  sent 
to  him.  [Alderson,  R — ^He  acts  in  the  discharge  of  a  public 
dutj;  therefore,  prima  facie,  the  return  is  evidence.]  The 
6th  section  of  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  for  regulating  banking 
copartnerships,  requires  the  return  under  that  act  to  be 
verified  on  oath;  and  the  6th  section  renders  a  certified 
copy  of  the  return  evidence  of  the  fact,  that  all  persons 
named  therein  as  members  of  the  copartnership  were  mem- 
bers thereof  at  the  date  of  the  return.  [Alderson,  R — 
The  question  is,  whether  the  certified  copy  is  sufficient 
evidence  to  induce  the  Court  to  act  upon  it  We  con- 
stantly act  on  information  and  belief,  because  the  other 
party  has  an  opportunity  of  denying  it]. 


Oray  appeared  to  support  the  rule,  but  was  not  called 
upon. 

Feb  Cubiam  (a). — ^The  rule  must  be  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


(a)  PoOoekj  C.  B.,  Aldenon,  B.,  and  PktU^  B. 
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Ths  Rotal  Mail  Stsam-Pagket  Compact  i;.  Agbaman        May  a. 

and  Others.  '^^'^  ^- 


Ti 


HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  brought  under  an  order  A.  &  Co. 

AffPBod  wiui  ft 

of  the  Chief  Judge  in  Bankruptcy.  The  declaration  con-  certain  Com- 
tained  the  common  counts  for  money  paid  and  money  had  ^^^^  two 
and  received.    The  defendants  pleaded,  inter  alia,  non-  '*^""^*P*,  , 

^    '  withmastftted 

assumpserunt;  upon  -which  issue  was  joined.    It  was  part  time,  the  price 
of  the  order,  that  the  bankruptcy  should  not  be  pleaded,  instaimente ; 
The  action  was  tried  before  the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  at  the  ffT^^c^** 
London  sittings  after  Trinity  Term,  1846,  when  a  verdict  "J*®^^?  make 

,    ,  de&ult  m  any 

was  found  for  the  plaintiffs,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  of  the  condi- 
Court  upon  a  case,  of  which  the  material  part  is  as  fol-  agl^ment^it 
lows: — ^The  Boyal  Mail  Steam-packet  Company  was  in-  ^^^for^^^^" 
corporated  by  charter,  dated  26th  September,  1839.   Upon  CJompany  to 

-,__,^^^  __,  takeposBefluon 

the  1st  May,  1840,  an  agreement  was  made  and  sign-  of  the  ships, 
ed  by  the  plaintiffs  and  by  all  the  defendants,  except  J^rkT tTbe  * 
J.  Franklyn,  by  which  the  defendants  undertook  to  build  completed  by 

•^    '     •'  ^  ^  ^         any  persons 

two  steam-ships,  with  steam-engines  and  boilers,  according  they  chose, 

to  specification,  to  be  completed  and  ready  for  delivery  persons  sach 

within  fifteen  months  from  the  date  of  the  contract    The  J^^^^reed 

price  of  each,  including  equipments,  was  to  be  50,500t,  npon,  andthat 

to  be  paid  as  follows: — ^9000Z.  upon  signing  the  contract;  should /or<A. 

11,2001  on  the  5th  May,  1840;  20,200i  on  the  6th  August;  ^^'uie 

20,200i  on  the  5th  November;  20,200^.  on  the  5th  Fe-  £^°?^yf^ 

'  '        '  sums  so  aa<* 

bruaiy,  1841 ;  and  20,200i  on  the  delivery  of  the  two  ^<»d.  ,  ^ 
vessels.    It  was  further  a^i^reed  that: — *'In  case  default  became  a 
shall  be  made  in  any  of  the  conditions  and  agreements  ^of  A.  & 

Co.,  and  four 
instahnents  havmg  been  paid,  and  A.  k  Co.  not  being  able  to  complete  the  ships,  another 
agreement  was  made  with  the  firm  of  A.  &  Co.,  including  F.,  wnereby  the  Company,  in 
terms  of  the  first  contract,  arranged  to  take  possession  of  the  ships  and  complete  them,  and 
Ibr  that  purpose  to  take  into  their  employ  the  workmen  of  A.  &  Co.;  and,  as  a  security  to 
the  Company  for  any  adyancee  they  might  make  beyond  the  balance  receivable  b^  A.  &  Co., 
it  was  agreed  that  the  Company  should  have  a  lien  for  such  balance  upon  certain  shares  of 
A.  &  Co.  in  the  Company.  The  Company  haying  proceeded  with  the  works,  and  for  that 
purpose  made  large  adyances— i?e/<2,  that  they  could  not  forthwith  recover  such  advances  Xsw 
action  aoainst  the  firm  of  A.  A;  Co  ,  including  F.,  for  money  paid  or  money  had  and  received, 
there  bemg  no  liability  to  repay  until  the  ultimate  balance  was  ascertained,  and  then  only 
liter  demand. 

VOL.  II.  P  P  BXCH. 
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herein  contained,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Company  to 
take  possession  of  the  steam-ships,  steam-engines,  and 
boilers,  which,  from  and  after  the  payment  of  the  first 
instalment,  shall  be  and  be  deemed,  in  eyery  respect  and 
for  every  purpose,  the  property  of  the  Company,  and  to 
cause  the  works  agreed  to  be  done  to  be  completed  by  any 
person  or  persons  whom  they  shall  see  fit  to  employ,  using 
such  of  the  materials  of  T.  Holroyd  and  his  partners,  (the 
firm  of  Acraman  &  Co.),  as  shall  be  then  on  their  pre- 
mises, and  shall  be  fit  and  applicable  to  the  purpose;  and 
that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Company  to  pay  such  per- 
sons such  reasonable  sum  or  sums  as  they  shall  see  fit  to 
agree  upon  in  that  behalf;  and  that  the  said  J.  Holroyd 
or  his  partners  shall  forthwith  on  demand  pay  to  the  sud 
Company  all  sums  of  money  which  the  Company  shaD  so 
pay  or  advance,  the  said  Company,  in  that  case,  never- 
theless, paying  or  allowing  to  the  said  J.  Holroyd  and  his 
partners,  on  the  final  completion  and  fixing  of  the  several 
steam-ships,  steam-engines,  and  boilers,  the  amount  of  the 
contract  price,  deducting  therefirom  any  sum  which  ^the 
directors  shall  consider  that  the  Company  have,  by  the 
default  of  the  said  J.  Holroyd  and  his  partners,  sustained 
any  damage)  any  two  persons,  one  to  be  appointed  on  be- 
half of  the  Company,  and  the  other  on  the  part  of  the 
said  J.  Holroyd  and  his  partners,  shall  award" 

Under  this  contract,  the  firm  of  Acraman  &  Ca,  which, 
before  the  31st  December,  1840,  consisted  of  aU  the  de- 
fendants except  Franklyn,  and  after  that  day,  on  which 
Frankljm  became  partner,  consisted  of  all  the  defendants, 
proceeded  with  the  building  of  the  two  steam-ships,  en- 
^es,  and  boilers.  The  Company  paid  the  firm  of  Acraman 
&  Co.  (consisting  of  all  the  defendants  except  Franklyn, 
before  the  31st  December,  1840,  and  of  all  the  defendants 
after  that  date)  80,000^.,  the  amount  of  the  first  four  in- 
stalments, at  the  times  agreed ;  but  the  vessels  were  not 
completed  within  the  stipulated  period.  In  February,  1842, 
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the  defendants  infonned  the  Company  that  they  could  not  1848. 

proceed  with  the  completion  of  the  vessels  without  assist-  rotal 

ance,  and  the  following  arrangement  was  agreed  upon  be-  pjJSLKMCa 
tween  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendants: — 


''Bristdy  26ih  Felyruary,  1842. 

'^Messrs.  Acraman  &  Co.  not  having  completed  the  ships 
and  engines  in  terms  of  their  contract  with  the  Royal  Mail 
Steam-packet  Company,  of  the  Ist  May,  1840,  the  Com- 
pany, in  terms  of  that  contract,  have  arranged  to  take 
possession  of  the  ships  and  engines  in  the  state  in  which 
they  now  are,  and  of  the  materials  now  upon  the  premises 
of  Messrs.  Acraman,  Morgan,  &  Co.,  which  have  been  pro- 
vided for  their  completion,  and  to  proceed  themselves  to 
complete  them.  For  that  purpose,  the  Company  have 
agreed  to  avail  themselves  of  the  assistance  of  Messrs* 
Acraman  &  Co.,  and  to  take  into  their  own  employ  such 
of  the  workpeople  at  present  in  the  service  of  Messra 
Acraman  &  Ca  as  they  may  require;  Messrs.  Acraman  & 
Co.  hereby  agreeing  to  allow  the  Company  the  use  and 
occupation  of  their  premises,  and  of  all  tools  and  ma- 
chinery now  in  or  about  the  same,  so  long  as  the  same  shall 
be  required  for  the  completion  of  the  ships  and  enginea 
And,  as  a  security  to  the  said  Company  for  any  advances 
they  may  make  beyond  the  balance  which  will  be  receiv- 
able by  Messra  Acraman  &  Co.  under  their  contract  with 
the  Company,  the  undersigned,  W.  Edward  Acraman  and 
A.  John  Acraman  hereby  agree  that  the  Company  shall 
have  a  lien  for  such  balance  upon  the  600  shares  now  held 
by  the  said  W.  Edward  Acraman  and  A.  John  Acraman  in 
the  said  Royal  Mail  Bteam-packet  Company. 

"AcaAHAK,  MOBGAK,  &  CO. 
"W.  EnWABD  Ac&AMAJS, 

"Alfbjsd  John  Acbaman.'' 
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The  Company  thereupon  took  possession  of  theunfinished 
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^^848.  ships  and  other  things,  and  proceeded  to  complete  the  ships 
BoTAL  Aiid  other  works,  with  the  assistance  of  the  defendants 
Paodst  Co.  ^^^  ^^^^  workmen,  under  the  inspection  of  an  inspector 
nominated  by  the  Company  on  their  behalf.  The  defend- 
ants' foreman  made  weekly  returns  to  the  Company's  in- 
spector of  the  necessary  disbursements  in  wages  and  other 
expenses.  After  these  had  been  checked  by  the  inspector, 
the  necessary  sums  were  advanced  weekly  to  the  defend- 
ants^ upon  receipts  prepared  by  the  solicitor  of  the  Com- 
pany, in  the  following  form: — 

''Bristol,  Bth  March,  1842. 

''  TVe  acknowledge  to  hare  received  firom  the  Royal  Hail 
3team-packet  Company  the  sum  of  1500^,  being  on  wo- 
count  of  the  expenses  incurred  by  them  in  completing  the 
phips  and  engines  contracted  for  by  us,  and  which  sum  so 
paid  by  them  is  to  be  dMted  against  the  balance  reoeiy- 
able  by  us  under  the  said  contract 

'*  Per  proc.  Acraman  &  Co., 

''  Geobob  Moboah." 

The  advances  to  the  defendants  thus  made  by  the  Com* 
pany  amounted  in  the  whole,  prior  to  the  16th  June,  1842, 
to  the  sum  of  21,4862.  8^.  7d  A  fiat  in  bankruptcy  was 
issued  against  all  the  defendants,  bearing  date  the  16th 
June,  1842,  and  gazetted  the  1st  July.  Between  the  16th 
June  and  the  Ist  July  the  Company  made  further  pay- 
ments to  the  defendants,  in  like  manner,  to  the  amount 
of  23462. 15&  Id  The  Company  completed  the  vessels  in 
April,  1843. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  those  sums  in  this  action. 

Crowder,  for  the  plaintiffs. — ^The  question  is,  whether, 
4)n  the  17th  June,  1842,  there  was  a  debtine  from  the  de- 
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fendaats  to  the  plaintiffs,  wliich  the  latter  are  entitled  to  1648. 
recover  in  the  present  form  of  action.  It  is  submitted,  that  Rotal 
the  money  which  the  plaintiffs  advanced,  in  order  to  com-  p^J^^^^ 
plete  the  vessels,  in  pursuance  of  the  agreements  of  the  1st  ^^' 
May,  1840,  and  the  26th  February,  1842,  is  recoverable  in 
an  action  on  the  common  counts.  At  the  time  the  first 
agreement  was  made  between  the  parties,  Franklyn,  who 
is  one  of  the  defendants,  was  not  a  partner  with  the 
other  defendant&  He  is  to  be  considered  as  having 
become  a  partner  with  them  on  the  1st  January,  1840. 
There  can  be  but  little  doubt,  that,  if  the  original 
partnership  had  remained  unchanged,  and  the  original 
agreement  alone  existed,  the  plaintiffs  would  be  entitled 
to  succeed  in  this  action.  The  words  in  the  first  agree- 
ment, that  Holroyd  or  his  partners  shall  forthwith  on 
demand  pay  to  the  Company  any  sums  the  latter  should 
80  pay  or  advance,  do  not  require  any  actual  demand  to 
be  made  to  enable  the  Company  to  recover  such  sums  of 
money  so  advanced.  The  case  resembles  that  of  a  pro- 
missory note,  payable  on  demand — ^there  no  actual  demand 
is  necessary:  the  bringing  the  action  is  a  sufficient  demand. 
Then,  by  the  second  agreement,  Franklyn,  who  had  en- 
tered into  partnership  with  the  other  defendants,  adopts  ^ 
the  terms  of  the  previous  agreement  He  also  enjoys  the 
benefits  and  profits  which  would  arise  to  his  co-partnen^ 
firom  its  adoption.  The  terms  contained  in  the  second 
agreement  will  be  relied  upon  by  the  defendants.  Those 
terms  are,  that,  as  a  security  to  the  said  Company  for  any 
advance  they  may  make  beyond  the  balance  which  will  be 
receivable  by  Messrs.  Acraman  &  Co.  under  their  con^ 
tract  with  the  Company,  the  defendants  agree  that  the 
Company  shall  have  a  lien  for  such  balance  upon  certain 
shares  in  the  Company  then  held  by  the  defendants  for 
15002.  The  receipt  of  the  6th  March,  1842,  given  by 
the  defendants,  which  states  that  the  sum  so  paid  by  the 
Company  is  to  be  debited  against  the  bakmce  receivable  by 
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1848.        the  defendants  under  the  contract^  means  a  debt  on  one 
"botal       ^^^  ^f  ^^  account    The  true  meaning  of  the  second  con- 
p^^  ^™^*   tract  is  not  that  the  money  advanced  should  not  be  paid 
V.  until  after  a  balance  should  be  ascertained.  Such,  there- 

fore, being  the  fair  and  reasonable  construction  which  the 
two  contracts  should  receive,  and  as  Franklyn  enjoyed  the 
benefits  of  both,  and  by  the  terms  of  the  second  acceded 
to  the  first,  and  as  the  money  was  advanced  by  the  plain- 
tiffs in  pursuance  of  these  contracts,  they  are  entitled  to 
recover  in  the  present  form  of  action;  and  there  is  no 
good  reason  why  the  form  of  action  should  be  a  special 
one  for  the  recovery  of  damages  incurred  to  the  plaintiflh 
for  breach  of  contract  on  the  part  of  the  defendants. 

Tondinsan  (Butt  with  him),  for  the  defendants. — No 
debt  for  which  this  action  is  maintainable  was  due  firom 
Acraman  &  Co.  to  the  plaintiffs  on  the  I7th  June^ 
1842.  They  could  only  maintain  a  special  action  on  the 
contract  after  demand :  Ligktfoot  v.  Creed  (a).  The  sti- 
pulations contained  in  the  first  agreement  are  not  embo- 
died in  the  second,  which  has  reference  to  a  different  state 
of  things.  Under  the  first  agreem^it,  the  Company  had  to 
exercise  an  option  as  to  whether  they  would,  in  a  certain 
event,  complete  the  ships  with  their  own  capital,  or  require 
Messra  Acraman  to  finish  them.  In  the  latter  case  there 
would  be  no  claim ;  in  the  former,  only  after  demand  The 
first  agreement  contemplates  that  Acraman  &  Ca  would 
always  be  in  a  condition  to  supply  the  capital  The  new 
contract  proceeds  upon  the  basis  that  the  Company  are  to 
have  the  benefit  of  the  skill  of  Acraman  &  Co. ;  and,  in 
order  to  prevent  the  property  vesting  in  assignees,  in  the 
event  of  bankruptcy,  it  is  arranged  that  the  Company  shall 
take  possession  of  the  ships,  under  the  terms  of  the  first 
agreement    On  the  one  side,  advances  are  to  be  made; 

(a)  8  Taimt  268. 
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on  the  other,  instalments  will  become  payable:  and  a  ba-       1846. 
lance  haying  been  struck,  the  shares  are  to  stand  as  a       rotal 
security  for  advances  beyond  it     The  clause  in  the  first    ^^^lSJoo * 
agreement,  which  proyides  for  the  repayment  of  sums  ad-     ^j^' 
Tanced,  is  not  inserted  in  the  second,  the  terms  of  which 
are  inconsistent  with  such  a  stipulation.    Where  there  is 
an  antecedent  debt,  no  doubt  the  bringing  the  action  is  a 
sufficient  demand:  Birks  v.  Trtppet  (a).    But  it  is  other- 
wise where  the  party  has  an  option  to  exercise  before  his 
right  of  action  is  perfect :  Simpson  v.  Routh  (6).    But, 
even  if  a  demand  were  made,  it  would  be  of  no  avail 
against  Franklyn,  who  never  entered  into  the  first  con- 
tract: Atkinson  Y.  Beil  (c). 

Crowder  replied. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — ^The  case  lies  in  a  narrow  compass,  the 
real  question  being,  what  is  the  efiect  of  the  agreement 
of  the  26th  February,  184*2,  to  which  the  defendant 
Franklyn  was  a  party  ?  Does  that  agreement  contemplate 
advances  to  be  made  by  the  plaintiffs,  which  were  to  be  re- 
coverable/or£W»^  t  In  order  to  determine  the  question, 
we  must  look  merely  at  that  agreement  Then  what  do 
the  parties  agree  to?  They  recognise  the  right  of  the 
Company  to  take  possession  of  the  ships  and  engines  on 
the  terms  of  the  former  contract,  and  the  Company  agree 
to  avail  themselves  of  the  assistance  of  Messrs.  Acraman 
&  Co.,  and  to  take  into  their  own  employ  such  of  the  work* 
people  then  in  the  service  of  Messra  Aciuman  as  theymay 
require,  Messrs.  Acraman  agreeing  to  allow  the  Company 
the  use  of  their  premises ;  and,  as  a  security  for  advances 
the  Company  might  make  beyond  the  balance,  they  are  to 
have  a  lien  on  certain  shares.  The  question  then  is,  did 
Franklyn  ever  agree  forthmth  to  repay  advances  made 

(a)  1  SaoDd*  33  b.         (6)  2  B.  &  0.  682.         (c)  8  B.  dE  0.  277. 
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from  time  to  time  by  the  Company,  so  as  to  render  those 
advances  a  debt  recoverable  instanter  ?  I  cannot  come  to 
any  such  conclusion ;  on  the  contrary,  in  my  opinion,  the 
effect  of  the  agreement  is,  that  the  Company  are  to  go  on 
building  the  ships,  employing  the  workmen  of  Messrs. 
Acraman  as  the  servants  of  the  Company ;  and  it  is  only 
on  the  ultimate  balance  being  ascertained,  that  any  liabi- 
lity to  pay  arisea  The  Company  are  placed  in  this  dilemma. 
If  Franklyn  and  the  other  parties  did  agree  not  only  that 
the  Company  should  take  possession  of  the  ships  upon  the 
terms  of  the  former  agreement,  but  also  that  the  former 
agreement  should  be  incorporated  with  the  latter,  still  a 
demand  would  be  necessary  to  constitute  a  right  of  action. 
Therefore,  in  no  view  are  the  plaintiffs  entitled  to  recover; 
for  either  this  money  is  not  payable  at  all  until  the  ba* 
lance  is  ascertained,  or,  if  it  be  payable,  then  a  demand  is 
required  by  the  terms  of  the  agreement 


BoLFB,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  action  is 
for  money  paid,  and  money  had  and  received;  and  I  think 
the  action  cannot  be  maintained,  because  the  sums  ad- 
vanced are  not  money  paid  for  the  defendants,  or  money 
had  and  received  for  the  use  of  the  plalntiffa  By  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  6th  March,  1842,  the  defendants  acknowledge 
that  they  have  received  from  the  Company  15002.  on  ac- 
count of  the  expense  incurred  in  completing  the  ships, 
which  sum  is  "  to  be  debited  against  the  balance  receivable 
under  the  contract""  It  is  important  to  see,  distinctly,  the 
ground  upon  which  the  parties  are  proceeding.  At  the 
time  of  the  original  transaction  the  firm  of  Acraman  &  Ca 
did  not  consist  of  Franklyn,  and  the  plaintiffs  enter  into 
a  contract  with  that  firm,  whereby  the  latter  agree  to 
build  certain  ships,  and  the  plaintiffs  agree  to  pay  the 
price  by  instalments.  Acraman  &  Co.  commence  build- 
ing the  ships,  and  four  instalments  are  paid  prior  to  the 
31st  December,  1840,  on  which  day  Franklyn  became  a 
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partner.  The  case  would  be  rendered  more  clear,  if  we  ^^848,  ^ 
suppose,  that,  from  the  31st  December,  1840,  the  firm  of  Rotal 
Acraman  &  Co.  consisted  of  Franklyn  alone.  On  the  5th  p^ckst  Go.* 
February,  1841,  another  instalment  is  paid;  but  the  defend- 
ants are  unable  to  complete  the  vessels.  Now,  the  Com- 
pany had  stipulated  that,  in  case  of  default,  it  should  be 
lawful  for  them  to  take  possession  of  the  ships,  and  to 
complete  the  works  by  any  persons  whom  they  should  think 
£t  to  employ,  and  to  pay  such  persons;  and  that  Acraman 
&  Ca  Bhovld  farthwUh  an  demand  pay  to  the  Company  all 
sums  which  they  should  so  pay  in  advance.  The  Company 
do  take  possession  of  the  ships  and  go  on  with  the  works, 
which  they  have  since  completed.  Then,  what  are  their 
rights? — ^to  bring  an  action  against  the  parties  with  whom 
they  contracted,  not  Franklyn,  for  a  breach  of  that  con- 
tract; and  the  measure  of  damage  would  be  the  dif- 
ference betwe^i  the  instalments  which  remained  to  be 
paid,  and  the  sum  which  they  had  expended  in  order  to 
complete  the  ships.  The  Company  clearly  contemplated 
that  they  might  be  driven  to  make  large  advances,  and 
look  to  the  firm  of  Acraman  &  Co.  for  payment  out  of  the 
^  balance;  and  therefore  they  stipulate  that  it  shall  be  law- 
ful for  them  to  pay  the  persons  employed  such  reasonable 
sums  as  they  shall  see  &%  and  that  Acraman  &  Ca  shall 
**  forthwith  on  demand"  repay  the  sums  so  advanced.  K 
it  were  necessary  to  decide  the  point,  I  should  say,  that^ 
supposing  there  was  no  new  partner,  it  is  obvious  that  the 
agreement  gives  no  right  to  maintain  an  action  for  money 
paid,  or  money  had  and  received,  unless  qp  demand,  for 
those  words  are  an  essential  part  of  the  contract  It  would 
be  absurd  to  say  that  the  Company  might  spend  money  in 
building  the  ships,  and  bring  an  action  without  informing 
Acraman  &  Co.  of  what  had  been  spent  The  Company 
could  only  recover  after  demand,  if  there  had  been  no 
alteration  in  the  firm  of  Acraman  &  Co.  I  will  now  assume 
that  the  firm  consisted  of  Franklyn  alone:  then  the  plain- 
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1848.  tifi  takepossessbn  of  the  ships,  under  the  oiigiiial  oontracfe 
BoTAL  And  the  agreement  to  which  Franklyn  was  a  party,  and 
P^^^^Q^*  employ  Franklyn's  workmen.  At  the  end  of  the  first  week 
the  Company  expend  1500L,  and  Franklyn  signs  a  receipt^ 
in  which  he  acknowledges  that  he  has  receiyed  that  amount^ 
'^  to  be  debited  against  the  balance  reoeiyable  by  him  under 
the  contract"  Franklyn  in  effect,  says,  ''Ton  had  a  right 
to  take  possession,  and  yon  have  taken  possession;  you 
had  a  right  to  employ  whom  yon  chose  of  my  workmen ; 
I  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  that  sum,  tobe  debited  against 
what  is  eventually  coming  to  me ;''  that  is,  part  payment 
of  the  balance  receiTable  under  the  contract,  not  money 
paid  for  the  defendant's  use.  If  the  plaintiffs  chose  to  ad- 
vance more  than  was  eventually  coming  to  the  defendant^ 
possibly  there  might  be  evidence  to  support  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received;  but  the  plaintiffs  had  not  made 
such  advances  at  the  time  this  action  was  brought 

Platt,  R — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  On  reading  the 
document  signed  by  Franklyn,  I  do  not  see  how  the  present 
action  can  be  maintained.  Whether  that  document  in- 
volves all  the  terms  of  the  previous  agreement^  it  is  not 
necessary  to  inquire,  because  the  stipulation  clearly  is,  that 
the  balance  must  be  ascertained  before  the  plaintiff  can 
claim  any  advances;  and,  inasmuch  as  that  time  has  never 
arrived,  the  present  action  cannot  be  maintained. 
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Whbbbajs,  hj  a  rule  of  Easter  Term,  in  the  7th  year  of  the 
reign  of  her  present  Majesty,  Queen  Victoria^  it  was  ordered, 
*^  That,  for  the  future,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  have  a 
warrant  of  attorney  to  acknowledge  satisfaction  of  a  judg- 
ment)  or  a  judge's  fiat  thereon,  but  that  it  shall  be  requisite 
only  to  produce  a  satisfaction-piece  similar  to  that  in  use 
in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  except  that  in  all  cases 
such  satisfaction-piece  shall  be  signed  by  the  plaintiff  or 
plaintiffs,  or  their  personal  representatives,  and  such  sig- 
nature or  signatures  shall  be  witnessed  by  a  practising 
attorney  of  one  of  the  courts  of  Westminster,  expressly 
named  by  him  or  them,  and  attending  at  his  or  their  re- 
quest)  to  inform  him  or  them  of  the  nature  and  effect  of 
such  satisfietction-piece  before  the  same  is  signed,  and 
which  attorney  shall  declare  himself,  in  the  attestation 
thereto,  to  be  the  attorney  to  the  person  or  persons  so 
£agning  the  same,  and  state  he  is  witness  as  such  attorney; 
but  any  judge  at  Chambers  shall  have  power  to  make  an 
order,  dispensing  with  such  signature  of  the  plaintiff  or 
plaintiffs,  or  their  personal  representatives,  under  special 
circumstances,  as  he  may  think  right ;  and  that,  in  cases 
where  the  satisfaction-piece  is  signed  by  the  personal  re- 
presentative of  a  deceased  plaintiff,  he  shall  prove  his  re- 
presentative character  in  such  way  as  the  Master  may 
direct :"  IT  IS  ORDERED,  that  so  much  of  the  said  rule 
as  requires  a  satisfaction-piece  similar  to  that  in  use  in  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  to  be  produced,  be  revoked,  and 
that  the  following  form  of  satisfaction-piece  be  in  future 
used,  in  lieu  of  the  same : — 
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"In  the 


Term,  in  the  year  of  the  reign  of  Queen 


Victoria. 

^y  to  wit   Satis&ction  is  acknowledged  between 

plaintiff,  and defendant^  in  an  action for 


And do  hereby  expressly  nominate  and 


and . 

appoint ,  attomey-at-law,  to  witness  and  attest 

execution  of  this  acknowledgment  of  satisfaction. 

"Judgment  entered  on  the day  of  — 


m 


the  year  of  our  Lord  18 — ^. 

''BMNo. 

"Signed  by  the  said y  in  the 

presence  of  me ,  of ^  one 

of  the  attomies  of  the  Court  of 

at  Westminster.  And  I  hereby 

declare  myself  to  be  attorney  for 

and  on  behalf  of  the  said ; 

expressly  named  by  h — ^  and  at* 
tending  at  h —  request^  to  in- 
form h —  of  the  nature  and  effect 
of  this  acknowledgment  of  satis- 
faction, (which  I  accordingly  did 
before  the  same  was  signed  by 
h — );  and  I  also  declare  that  I 
subscribe  my  name  hereto  as  such 
attorney. 

(Signed)       DsinfAK, 

Thos.  Wilde, 
Fred.  Pollock, 
£.  H.  Aldjebsok, 
J.  Patteson, 
J.  T.  Coleridge, 


(Signature.) 


— — ,  the  above 

named  plaintiff 

(Date)  1&— '' 


T.  COLTMAN, 

W.  H.  Maule, 
Wm.  Wightmak, 
C.  Crbsswsll, 
P.  T.  Platt, 
W.  Erle. 
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SITTINGS  AFTER  TRINITY  TERM. 


Thohas  Watson  and  Elizabeth  Spence  t;.  Peabson.  ^^y  n* 

xjLSSUMPSIT. — The  declaration  stated,  that,  by  an  agree-  A  testator,  by 
ment  of  the  5th  September,  1845,  the  plaintiffs  agreed  the  2&U1 
to  sell,  and  the  defendant  to  purchase,  certain  land  and  ^?^  M^foi?*" 
premises  for  a  certain  sum  of  money;  and  the  plaintiffs  lowi:— "igive 
(inter  alia)  agreed  to  deduce  a  good  title  thereto.    The  my  wife  E., 
declaration  averred,  that,  although  the  plaintiffs  did  deduce  j^  ^'  ^^ 
a  good  and  sufficient  title  in  fee  simple  of,  and  in,  and  5f"^-??f?" 
to  the  said  premises,  so  as  to  enable  the  plaintiffs  to  con-  mioistratorB, 
vey  the  same  to  the  defendant,  &c.,  of  which  the  defendant  penoLiee- 
had  notice,  yet  the  defendant  would  not  complete  the  ^w  ^pra*^ 
purchase,  and  that  he  had  not  paid  the  said  sum  of  ^^  ^  i*7 

^  the  rente,  in- 

money,  &C.  tereet^andpro* 

The  defendant  pleaded,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  deduce  n^  my  said 
a  good  and  sufficient  title  in  fee  simple  of,  in,  and  to  the  SlSg^^'J^d*' 
said  premises,  so  as  to  enable  the  plaintiffs  to  convey  the  after  1^  ^ 

A  A       ff^iw  to  pay 

same  to  the  defendant  in  fee  simple,  modo  et  form&.  After  and  a{^y  t£e 
issue  joined,  by  consent  and  by  order  of  TlaXt^  R,  the  JiSdmSST' 
following  case  was  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court: —    to^S^*!*^ 

William  Spence,  at  the  time  of  making  his  will,  here-  my  childxen 
inafter  set  out,  and  thence  to  his  death,  was  seised  in  fee  uw^wTbe. 

nefit  of  enryi- 
Tonihip ;  and,  after  their  several  deoeaeeB,  I  give  and  devise  the  Bhare  of  her  so  dying 
unto  her  children  and  unto  his  or  their  hein^  as  tenants  in  oommon.     I  give,  direct^ 
ordain,  and  appoint  unto  my  said  wi£B  K,  to  W.  H.,  and  J.  0.,  their  helrs^  ezecuton,  and 
administrators,  power  and  authority  to  sell,  dispoee  o(  mortgage,  lease  and  otherwise 


in  all  manners  manage  my  estate,  both  real  and  personal,  as  if  I  were  livinff.  I  ap- 
point my  wife  E.,  and  W.  H.  and  J.  0.,  the  executors  of  this  my  wil),  and  also  ffuar- 
diana  of  my  children."     The  testator  died  in  1825,  leaving  hia  widow  E.  (one  of  the 


plaintiffs)  and  three  in&nt  daughters  unmarried,  the  jfoungest  of  whom  died  in  1844;  and  the 
eldest  in  1832  married,  and  had  several  children  livmg  at  the  date  of  the  hereinafler-men* 
tioned  contract  of  sale.  J.  C.  never  acted  under  the  ^nU,  and,  in  1833,  executed  a  deed  dUh 
ehuming  all  interest  under  the  will.  The  other  party,  W.  H.,  died  in  1840.  In  1845,  S., 
the  testator's  widow,  entered  into  a  contract  to  sell  certain  land  of  which  the  testator  was 
sdsed  in  fee  simple  at  the  time  of  his  death : — HM^  in  an  action  by  E.  against  the  vendee 
for  the  recovery  of  the  purchase-money,  that  she  took  an  estate  in  fee  simple  in  the  land  in 
question,  and  could  theraore  give  a  good  title. 
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^848.^  of  the  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  real  estate  in  his 
will  mentioned,  which  comprised,  amongst  others,  an  un- 
divided moiety  of  the  messuages,  lands,  and  tenements  in 
the  declaration  mentioned.  He  made  his  will  on  the 
26th  July,  1825,  which  was  duly  executed  to  pass  real 
estate,  and  is  as  follows : — 

''  This  is  the  last  will  and  testament  of  me,  William 
Spence,  of  Sculcoates,  in  the  city  of  York,  brewer,  made 
this  26th  day  of  July,  1825.  I  give  and  devise  unto  my 
dear  wife  Elizabeth,  William  Hall,  of  Sculcoates  aforesaid, 
Esq.,  Joseph  Clarke,  of  the  town  of  Eingston-upon-Hull, 
Gent,  their  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  all  my 
real  and  personal  estates  whatsoever,  upon  trust  to  pay 
the  rents,  issues,  and  produce  thereof  unto  my  said 
wife  during  her  life,  and  from  and  after  her  decease  to 
pay  and  apply  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof  for  and 
towards  the  maintenance  of  my  children  during  their  re- 
spective lives,  with  benefit  of  survivorship,  and  from  and 
after  their  several  deceases,  I  give  and  devise  the  share  of 
her  so  dying  unto  her  children,  and  his  or  their  heirs,  as 
tenants  in  common;  and  if  only  one  of  my  children  shall 
leave  issue,  I  give  and  devise  the  whole  of  my  said  real 
and  personal  estates  unto  the  heirs,  executors,  and  ad- 
ministrators of  such  of  my  said  children ;  and  if  all  my 
said  children  shall  die  without  issue  under  age  (but  at  age 
I  vest  their  legacies),  then  I  ^ve  and  devise  the  same  unto 
and  equally  between  my  two  brothers-in-law,  the  sons  of 
my  father,  in  equal  shares,  as  joint  tenants.  I  give,  ordain, 
direct,  and  appoint  unto  my  said  wife  Elizabeth,  the  said 
William  Hall,  and  the  said  Joseph  Clarke,  their  heirs^  exe- 
cutors, and  administrators,  power  and  authority  to  sell, 
dispose  of,  mortgage,  lease,  or  otherwise  in  all  manners 
manage  my  estate,  both  real  and  personal,  as  if  I  were 
living;  and  I  exonerate  purchasers  from  seeing  to  the 
application  of  any  purchase-money  for  which  they  or  any 
of  them  may  give  a  receipt  I  appoint  my  said  wife  Eliza- 


TRINITT  VAGATIOH,   IS  VIOI.  588 

beth,  and  the  said  William  Hall  and  Joseph  Clarke,  the      ^  1848. 
executors  of  this  my  will,  and  also  the  guardians  of  my 
said  children ;  and  I  revoke  all  former  wills  by  me  made. 
In  witness  whereof  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  seal, 
the  day  and  year  first  before  mentioned 

<<WiLLiUf  Sfbkok 
'^  Signed,  sealed,  &c  in  the  presence  of  us,  C.  R  A., 
lu  C*,  Si  M. 

Mr.  Spence  died  on  the  6th  August,  1826,  leaving  his 
widow,  who  is  one  of  the  present  plaintiffs,  and  three  un- 
married daughters,  who  were  then  of  the  ages  of  seven- 
teen, fourteen,  and  eleven,  him  surviving;  viz.  Mary,  Jane, 
and  Caroline.  The  latter  departed  this  life  on  the  7th  of 
October,  1844;  and  in  the  month  of  March,  1832,  the  said 
Mary  Spence  married  William  Ouston,  of  the  town  of 
Eangston-upon*Hull;  and  there  have  been  issue  of  this 
marriage  several  infant  children  living  at  the  date  of  the 
contract  of  sale  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  still  living. 

The  said  Joseph  Clarke  never  acted  under  the  will,  but 
on  the  13th  April,  1833,  executed  the  following  deed,  dis- 
claiming all  interest  under  the  will : — 

"To  all  to  whom  these  presents  shall  come,  Joseph 
Clarke,  of  &c. — ^Whereas  William  Spence,  late  of  the 
parish  of  Sculcoates,  in  the  county  of  York,  brewer,  duly 
made  and  published  his  last  wiU  and  testament,  bearing 
date  the  21st  of  July,  1826,  whereby  he  gave  and  de- 
vised unto  his  wife  Elizabeth,  William  Hall,  of  Sculcoates 
aforesaid,  £sq.,  and  to  the  said  Joseph  Clarke,  their  heirs^ 
executors,  and  admitdstrators,  all  his  real  and  personal 
estates  whatsoever,  upon  certain  trusts  therein  mentioned, 
and  the  said  testator  appointed  his  said  wife  Elizabeth, 
and  the  said  William  Hall  and  Joseph  Clarke,  the  ex^ 
cutors  of  his  said  wiU;  and  whereas  the  said  William 
Bpence  departed  this  life  on  or  about  the  6th  day  of 
August)  1826,  without  having  revoked  or  altered  his 
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1848.        -will,  which  was  duly  proved  in  the Court  of  York, 

on  &c.,  by  the  said  Elizabeth  Spence  and  the  said  William 
Hall,  the  said  Joseph  Clarke  having  renounced  probate 
thereof;  and  whereas  the  said  Joseph  Clarke  having  de- 
clined to  act  in  the  said  executorship,  or  to  accept  the 
trusts  of  the  said  will,  hath  agreed  to  execute  the  present 
disclaimer  thereof  Now  know  ye,  that  he,  the  said  Joseph 
Clarke,  doth,  by  these  presents,  absolutely  and  irrevocably 
disclaim  all  the  real  and  personal  estates,  trusts,  powers, 
and  authorities  whatsoever,  in  and  by  the  said  recited  will 
of  the  said  William  Spence  devised  and  bequeathed  or 
given  to  him,  along  with  the  said  Elizabeth  Spence  and 
William  Hall,  their  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators  as 
aforesaid ;  and  the  said  Joseph  Clarke  doth  hereby  cove* 
nant  and  declare,  that  he  has  not  accepted  the  devise  and 
bequest  contained  in  the  said  recited  will  of  the  said  Wil- 
liam Spence,  nor  any  of  the  trusts  and  authorities  thereby 
given  or  reposed  in  the  said  Joseph  Clarke  as  aforesaid ; 
nor  hath  he  done,  or  permitted  or  suffered  to  be  done,  or 
been  party  or  privy  to  the  doing  of  any  act,  deed,  matter, 
or  thing  whatsoever,  which  can  or  may  be  devised  or  con* 
strued  an  acceptance  thereof,  or  whereby,  or  by  reason  or 
means  whereof,  the  real  and  personal  estates  of  the  said 
testator  are,  can,  shall,  or  may  be  vested  in  him,  or  in  any 
wise  impeached,  charged,  affected,  or  incumbered,  in  title, 
estate,  or  otherwise  howsoever. 
"  In  witness  whereof,  &a  "  Josbph  Clabkb." 

The  said  William  Hall  died  on  or  about  the  28th  day 
of  November,  1840.  On  or  about  the  6th  of  Februaiy, 
1845,  the  plaintiffs  entered  into  a  contract  to  convey 
to  the  defendant,  for  valuable  consideration,  the  mes- 
suages, lands,  and  tenements  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, (of  the  other  undivided  moiety  of  which  the  said 
plaintiff  Thomas  Watson  was  seised  in  fee) ;  but  the  de- 
fendant objected,  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not,  under  the 
circumstances,  make  a  good  title  in  fee  simple  to  a  pu^ 
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chaser  for  valuable  consideration  to  the  moiety  of  the  said 
messuages,  lands,  and  tenements  devised  by  the  will  of  the 
said  William  SpencCr 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
the  plaintiffs  can  make  a  good  title  in  fee  simple  to  a  pur- 
chaser for  valuable  consideration  to  the  moiety  of  the 
said  messuages,  lands,  and  tenements  devised  by  the  will 
of  the  said  William  Spence ;  if  they  can,  the  parties  agree 
that  judgment  shall  be  entered  for  the  plaintiffs  for  the  sum 
of  20JL;  and,  if  not,  that  a  nolle  prosequi  shall  be  entered. 

The  case  was  argued  in  the  sittings  after  last  Easter 
Term  (May  16th  and  16th),  by 

Tondinson,  for  the  defendant — ^The  question  for  the  opin- 
ion of  the  Court  arises  upon  the  construction  to  be  put  upon 
the  terms  of  a  very  obscure  will,  the  question  being,  whether 
the  plaintiffs  can  make  a  good  title  to  an  estate  which  they 
have  sold  to  the  defendants.  It  is  submitted,  that  they 
cannot  Here,  one  of  the  trustees  having  died,  and  the  other 
disclaimed,  the  surviving  trustee  cannot  make  a  good  title 
to  the  estate.  In  Townaend  v.  Wilson  (a),  a  power  of  sale 
was  reserved  to  three  trustees  and  their  heirs ;  one  of  the 
trustees  died,  and  the  two  surviving  trustees  executed 
a  power  of  sale :  and  it  was  held,  that  the  power  was 
not  well  executed,  although  the  deed  expressly  provided 
that  the  money  arising  from  the  sale  should  be  entrusted 
to  the  trustees  for  the  time  being,  and  although  it  also 
reserved  a  power  in  case  of  death,  &c.,  to  appoint  new 
trustees.  In  HaU  v.  Dewes  (6),  Lord  Eldon  said,  that  he 
did  not  agree  with  the  decision  in  the  preceding  case, 
and  that  ^^  it  must  be  understood  that  he  proceeded  on 
the  ground,  that  he  could  not  compel  the  purchaser  to 
accept  the  title,  for  he  should  be  sorry  to  have  it  re- 
corded that  he  agreed  to  that  case.''    It  would  seem,  that 

(a)  1  B.  dp  Aid.  008.  (b)  1  Jac.  189. 

VOL.  II.  <2  Q  BXCH. 
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1848.  his  Lordship's  decision  went  rather  upon  the  ground,  that 
the  title  was  not  marketable,  than  that  it  was  absolutely 
bad.  In  Sugden  on  Powers,  6th  edit.  Vol  2,  p.  490,  there 
are  the  following  remarks  upon  these  two  cases :  "  There 
was  more  difficulty  in  deciding  against  the  title  in  HaU 
y.  Dewes^  than  there  was  in  Townsend  v.  WHaon;  for,  in 
the  former  case,  the  remainder  in  fee  was  vested  in  the 
trustees,  to  sell,  and  it  is  clear  that  the  surviYors  or 
survivor  of  the  trustees  could  have  sold  without  the  con- 
currence of  the  heirs  of  the  deceased  trustees.  The  power 
of  sale  and  exchange  directed  to  be  inserted,  was  with 
the  consent  of  the  three,  their  heirs  or  amgnSy  seeming, 
therefore,  to  require  the  consent  of  the  very  persons  in 
whom  the  previous  trust  for  sale  was  reposed;  and  the  other 
expressions  in  the  articles  strongly  confirmed  this  view. 
But  if  the  articles  imperatively  require^  new  trustees  to 
be  chosen  upon  every  vacancy,  then  Lord  Eldon'a  opinion 
depended  upon  that  clause,  which,  in  effect,  disabled  sur- 
viving trustees  from  acting  in  the  power  of  sale  until  the 
number  was  complete.''  The  same  remarks  are  to  be 
found  in  the  7th  edition  of  the  same  work,  YoL  2,  p.  465. 
In  Bradford  v.  Bdfield  (a),  it  was  held,  that  a  trust  for 
sale,  vested  in  A.  and  his  heirs,  could  not  be  executed 
by  an  assign  of  A.  In  that  case,  the  Vice-Chancellor  held 
the  decision  in  Toumsend  v.  Wilson  to  be  binding.  Unless 
the  power  is  given  to  the  surviving  trustee,  he  cannot 
make  a  good  title :  Dyer,  177  a,  (32).  [He  also  referred 
to  Dyer,  219  a,  (8).]  In  Co.  Litt  113.  a.,  in  a  note  to  the 
position  of  Littleton,  that,  in  a  certain  case,  the  executors 
may  sell  after  the  death  of  their  testator,  it  is  said — "  Here 
it  appeareth  that  the  executors,  having  but  a  power,  as  Lit- 
tleton putteth  the  case,  to  sell,  they  must  all  join  in  the 
sale.  Then  put  the  case,  that  one  dies,  it  is  regularly 
true,  that,  being  but  a  bare  authority,  the  survivors  cannot 
sell    But  if  a  man  deviseth  his  land  to  A.  for  term  of  life, 

(a)  2  Sim.  264. 
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and  that,  after  his  decease,  his  land  shall  be  sold  by  his  ^^848. 
executors  generally  (as  Littleton  here  putteth  his  case), 
and  make  three  or  four  executors,  and  during  the  life  of 
A.  on6  of  the  executors  dieth,  and  then  A.  dieth,  the  other 
two  or  three  executors  may  seU,  because  the  land  could  not 
be  sold  before,  and  the  plural  number  of  the  executors  re- 
mains. But  if  they  had  been  named  by  their  names,  as 
I.  S.,  I.  N.,  I.  D.,  and  I.  G.,  his  executors,  then,  in  that 
case,  the  survivors  could  not  sell  the  same,  because  the 
words  of  the  testator  could  not  be  satisfied;  and  I  myself 
knew  this  case  adjudged'"  There  is  this  distinction  between 
a  class  named  generally,  to  whom  the  power  is  entrusted, 
and  individuals  pointed  out  specifically  by  name.  The 
remarks  in  Sugden  on  Powers,  7th  edit,  VoL  1,  p.  144,  may 
be  referred  to  on  this  branch  of  the  subject  Even  supposing 
the  devise  to  be  to  trustees  in  fee,  still  the  power  could 
not  be  exercised  without  the  concurrence  of  the  trustee 
who  has  renounced. 

In  the  next  place,  the  trustees  do  not  take  an  estate  in 
fee  simple,  but  only  a  chattel  interest  In  Doe  d  White  v. 
Simpson  (a),  a  testator  devised  lands,  arrears  of  rent,  and 
a  bond  and  judgment  to  trustees  and  the  survivor,  and  the 
executors  &c.  of  such  survivor,  in  trust,  out  of  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  said  estates  and  arrears,  &c.  to  pay  certain  an- 
nuities for  lives,  and  a  sum  in  gross ;  and  from  and  after  pay- 
ment of  the  said  annuities  and  money,  the  testator  devised 
successive  estates  for  lives,  remainder  to  M.in  tail,  remainder 
to  his  own  right  heirs ;  and  he  also  gave  a  general  power  of 
leasing  to  the  trustees,  for  the  best  rent,  with  an  allowance* 
of  10^  a-year  each  for  their  trouble;  and  it  was  held,  that 
the  purposes  of  the  trust  being  all  answered  by  the  death 
of  the  annuitants,  and  the  raising  of  money  for  legacies, 
the  remainder-man  in  tail  (the  life  estate  being  spent)  took 
a  legal  estate  in  the  premises;  for  where  the  purposes  of 

(a)  5  East,  162. 
QQ  2 
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^848^  a  trust  may  be  answered  by  giving  the  trustees  a  less  estate 
than  a  fee,  no  greater  estate  shall  pass  to  them  by  in^M- 
cation;  but  the  uses  in  remainder  limited  on  such  lesser 
estate  so  given  to  them,  shall  be  executed  by  the  statute. 
Hawker  v.  Hawker  (a),  and  Doe  d.  Budden  v.  Harris  (b) 
are  also  authorities  to  shew,  that  trustees  are  to  have 
no  greater  estate  than  is  necessary  for  the  trusts-  In 
Doe  d  Player  v.  NichoBs  (c),  Bayley,  J.,  said — "  It  may  be 
laid  down  as  a  general  rule,  that  where  an  estate  is  de- 
vised to  trustees  for  particular  purposes,  the  l^al  estate  is 
vested  in  them  as  long  as  the  execution  of  the  trust  re- 
quires it,  and  no  longer ;  and  therefore,  as  soon  as  the  trusts 
are  satisfied,  it  will  vest  in  the  person  beneficially  entitled 
to  it"  So  in  Barker  v.  Greenwood  (d),  Parke,  R,  says — 
'^  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  general  rule  of  law  is,  that 
wherever  there  is  a  limitation  to  trustees,  although  with 
words  of  inheritance,  the  trustees  are  to  take  only  so  much 
of  the  legal  estate  as  the  purposes  of  the  trust  require." 
The  following  cases  may  be  referred  to: — Doe  d.  Shelley 
V.  Edlin  (e) ;  Doe  d.  Cadogan  v.  Ewart  (/) ;  Adams  v. 
Adame  (g) ;  Ware  v.  PoJMU  (h) ;  and  the  cases  referred  to 
in  2  Sugden  on  Powers,  6th  edit,  p.  49.  The  reasons  given 
may  be,  in  some  instances,  artificial  It  is  therefore  sub- 
mitted, that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  give  a  good  title 
to  the  moiety  of  the  estate  in  question,  as  they  took  only 
a  limited  interest,  with  a  power  of  sale. 

fowling,  for  the  plaintiffs.  —  It  is  submitted,  the  fee 
simple  in  the  moiety  of  the  property  of  the  testator  pass- 
ed to  the  trustees  by  the  will  in  question.  The  testa- 
tor commences  his  will  by  stating,  that  he  devises  all  his 
real  and  personal  estate  to  the  parties  therein  named,  to 
them  and  their  heirs,  and  he  names  them  executors.    They 

(a)  3  B.  <b  A.  537.  (e)  4  Ad.  d^  £.  682. 

(h)  2  D.  &  R.  36.  (/)  7  Id.  636. 

(c)  1  B.  <fe  0.  342.  (^)  6  Q.  B.  860. 

((i)  4  M.  &  W.  429.  (A)  11  Yes.  267. 
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dearly  take  all  the  personal  property.  If  the  case  rested  1848. 
there,  the  legal  estate  would  also  pass.  Is  there  anything  WATaoir 
in  the  will  to  limit  this  ?  This  is  not  an  estate  by  impli-  .pbajbsoit. 
cation.  It  is  clear  that  they  must  have  the  legal  estate  to 
some  extent  The  trustees,  their  heirs,  &c.  have  power  to 
sell,  dispose,  and  mortgage,  lease,  or  otherwise  in  all  man- 
ners manage  the  testator^s  estate,  both  real  and  personal, 
as  if  he  were  then  alive.  These  powers  are  very  extensive. 
There  is  nothing  to  shew  any  limitation  as  to  time.  The 
cases  quoted  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  are  clearly  dis- 
tinguishable from  the  present  In  Doe  d.  White  v.  Simp- 
eon  (a),  there  were  no  words  giving  a  fee.  The  decision 
there  was,  that  the  Court  could  not  imply  a  fee.  Assum- 
ing the  case  of  Hawker  v.  Hawker  (b)  to  have  been  rightly 
decided,  it  is  not  like  the  present  In  Sugden  on  Powers, 
7th  edit,  VoL  1,  p.  128,  this  decision  is  questioned.  It  is 
there  said — ^*  It  has  always  been  considered,  that  a  devise  to 
trustees  and  their  heirs,  upon  trust,  in  a  given  event  to  sell, 
or  to  do  any  other  act  which  may  require  the  inheritance, 
vests  the  legal  fee  in  the  trustees,  and  they  cannot,  upon  the 
construction  of  any  subsequent  devise,  be  held  to  take  merely 
a  power,  for  that  would  defeat  the  express  devise  to  them. 
This  will  was  not  alluded  to  in  the  late  case  of  Hawker  v. 
Hawkery  nor  does  the  attention  of  the  Court  appear  to  have 
been  called  to  it''  The  cases  otJDoe  y.NichoUs^c),  and  Doe  v. 
Harris  (d),  are  also  clearly  distinguishable.  Here  the  trusts 
require  that  the  fee  should  pass,  otherwise  the  trustees 
might  lose  the  estate  when  the  exigencies  of  the  trust  would 
be  most  in  need  of  it 

In  the  second  place,  the  disclaimer  of  one  of  the  parties 
does  not  affect  the  plaintiffs'  title.  A  devise  to  certain 
parties  is  a  devise  to  those  who  do  not  choose  to  disclaim. 
[On  this  point  he  cited  Sugden  on  Powers,  7th  edit,  VoL 
1,  p.  46.] 

(a)  5  East,  162.  (c)  1  B.  <k  C.  336. 

(b)  3  B.  <k  A.  537.  (d)  2J).&  R.  36. 
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1848.  ^  In  the  third  place,  it  may  be  contended,  that  the  powers 
are  remote.  At  all  events,  they  are  good  for  the  time.  The 
authorities  on  this  point  are  conclusively  in  the  plaintiff's 
favour:  2  Sugden  on  Powers,  7th  edit,  p.  470.  The  main 
question,  however,  in  the  case  is,  whether  the  surviving  trus- 
tee can  make  a  good  title.  It  appears  to  be  admitted  by  the 
defendant,  that  the  authorities  do  not  seem  to  proceed  upon 
any  broad  ground  on  this  point;  and  that,  in  many  cases, 
the  Courts  have,  to  a  certain  extent,fru8trated  the  intention 
of  testators.  Here  the  power  (so  called)  is  to  be  exercised  by 
the  same  parties  as  were  to  have  the  legal  estate.  In  Jon/u 
V.  Trioe  (a),  a  testator  appointed  three  persons  and  thait 
respective  heirs  and  ctssigna  his  executors,  and  gave  to  them 
and  to  their  respective  heirs  and  assigns  all  his  real  and 
personal  estates,  in  trust  for  the  purposes  after  set  forth; 
and  first,  that  they  and  their  respective  heirs  and  assigns 
should  sell  his  real  estates;  and  he  empowered  them  and 
their  respective  heirs  and  assigns  to  convey  the  estates, 
and  to  give  receipts  for  the  consideration  money.  He  then 
requested  the  executors  of  his  wiU  to  sell  his  farming 
stock,  furniture,  &c.;  and  out  of  the  monies  so  arising,  and 
all  other  portions  of  his  personal  estate,  he  required  them 
omd  their  respective  heirs  and  assigns  to  pay  all  his  debts, 
&a  One  of  the  trustees  and  executors  died.  The  two  sur- 
vivors agreed  to  sell  the  real  estatea  The  Court,  in  a 
suit  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  agreement,  rejected 
the  word  "  respective,"  and  held,  that  the  two  surviving 
trustees  and  executors  could  sell  and  convey  the  estates 
to  the  purchaser,  and  that  the  debts  were  chatged  on  the 
proceeds  of  the  real  estates,  and,  consequently,  that  the 
receipt  clause  was  unnecessary.  [He  also  referred  to 
Hawarth  v.  SmtOi  (6).]  The  case  of  Townsend  v.  Wilson  (c) 
is  distinguishable  from  the  present.  The  trustees  there 
had  a  mere  power,  which  was  given  by  deed  to  the  three 

(a)  11  Sim.  557.  (6)  6  Sim.  161. 

(c)  1  B.  <k  Aid.  608. 
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and  their  heirs.  In  HaU  Y.Dewe8(a),  Lord  EUon  held,  1848. 
that  the  question  turned  on  the  construction  of  marriage 
articles,  and  that,  in  the  then  existing  state  of  the  autho- 
rities, he  could  not  compel  the  purchaser  to  take  the 
title.  The  case  of  Bradford  v.  Bdfield  (6)  is  also  distin- 
guishable fix)m  the  present  [He  also  cited  2  Sugden  on 
Powers,  7th  edit,  p.  467]. 

Tondinaofh  replied. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Pabxb,  R — ^This  was  a  special  case,  the  only  point  being, 
whether  the  plaintiffs  could  make  a  good  title  to  an  estate 
which  they  had  agreed  to  sell  to  the  defendant  The  ques- 
tion turns  entirely  on  the  construction  to  be  put  on  the  will 
of  William  Spence,  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff,  Elizabeth 
Spence.  The  will  was  dated  on  the  26th  of  July,  1825, 
and  is  as  follows :-«''  This  is  the  last  will  and  testament  of 
me,  William  Spence,  of  Sculcoates,  in  the  county  of  York, 
brewer,  made  this  26th  day  of  July,  in  the  year  1826.  I 
give  and  devise  unto  my  dear  wife  Elizabeth,  William 
Hall,  of  Sculcoates  aforesaid,  esquire,  and  to  Joseph 
Clarke,  of  the  town  of  Eingston-upon-Hull,  gentleman, 
their  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators*  all  my  real  and 
personal  estates  whatsoever,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  rents, 
interests,  and  produce  thereof  unto  my  said  wife  during 
her  life,  and,  from  and  after  her  decease,  to  pay  and  apply 
the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof  for  and  towards  the 
maintenance  of  my  children  during  their  respective  lives, 
with  benefit  of  survivorship;  and,  from  and  after  their 
several  deceases,  I  give  and  devise  the  share  of  her  so  dying 
unto  her  children,  and  his  or  their  heirs,  as  tenants  in 

(a)  1  Jac.  189.  {h)  2  Sim.  265. 
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1848*  ^  common;  and,  if  only  one  of  my  children  shall  have  issne, 
I  give  and  devise  the  whole  of  my  said  real  and  personal 
estates  unto  the  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators  of 
such  of  my  said  children;  and,  if  all  my  said  children 
shall  die  without  issue  under  age  (but  at  age  I  vest  their 
legacies),  then  I  give  and  devise  the  same  unto  and  equally 
between  my  two  brothers-in-law,  the  sons  of  my  father, 
in  equal  shares,  as  joint-tenants.  I  give,  ordain,  direct, 
and  appoint  unto  my  said  wife  Elizabeth,  the  said  William 
Hall,  and  the  said  Joseph  Clarke,  their  heirs,  executors, 
and  administrators,  power  and  authority  to  sell,  dispose 
of,  mortgage,  lease,  or  otherwise  in  all  manners  manage 
my  estate,  both  real  and  personal,  as  if  I  were  living;  and 
I  exonerate  purchasers  from  seeing  to  the  application  of 
any  purchase-money,  for  which  they  or  any  of  them  may 
give  a  receipt  I  appoint  my  said  wife,  Elizabeth,  and  the 
said  William  Hall  and  Joseph  Clarke,  the  executors  of 
this  my  wiU,  and  also  the  guardians  of  my  said  children; 
and  I  revoke  all  my  former  wills  by  me  made.'' 

The  testator  died  soon  after  the  date  of  his  will,  leaving 
the  plaintiff,  Elizabeth  Spence,  his  widow,  and  leaving 
three  infant  daughters,  one  of  whom  died  in  1844,  and 
another  of  whom  has  married,  and  has  issue  several  infant 
children.  Clarke,  one  of  the  trustees,  never  acted^  but,  on 
the  13th  of  April,  1833,  executed  a  deed  of  disclaimer,  dis- 
claiming all  the  devises  and  bequests  contained  in  the  wilL 
William  Hall,  another  of  the  trustees,  died  in  1840,  and, 
in  September,  1845,  the  plaintiffs  contracted  to  sell  the 
estate  in  question  to  the  defendant  It  is  admitted,  that 
the  plaintiff  Watson  is  seised  in  fee  of  one  moiety,  and  that 
the  testator  was,  at  the  date  of  his  will,  and  thenceforth  up 
to  his  death,  seised  in  fee  of  the  other  moiety.  The  ques- 
tion therefore  is,  whether  the  plaintiff,  Elizabeth  Spence, 
can  make  a  good  title  to  the  testator^s  moiety  7 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  argued,  that  she 
cannot     It  was  contended,  that  though  the  devise  was  of 


TRINiry  VACATIOK,  12  VICT.  593 

"all  the  testator's  real  and  personal  estate  to  the  trastees,  1848. 
their  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  yet  the  objects  Watoom 
of  the  trust  were  not  such  as  to  require  a  fee  simple;  and  p^^^^ 
so  that  the  trustees  took  only  a  limited  interest,  namely, 
an  estate  during  the  lives  of  the  widow  and  children^  with 
^  power  of  sale  appendant;  and,  secondly,  if  this  were  so, 
then  that  the  power  could  not  be  executed  so  as  to  give  a 
valid  title  by  reason  of  the  death  of  Hall  and  the  disclaimer 
of  Clarke.  We  are  of  opinion,  however,  that  the  defend- 
ant's objection  cannot  be  sustained  It  is  certainly  true, 
that  where  the  purposes  of  the  trust  on  which  an  estate 
is  devised  to  trustees  are  such  as  not  to  require  a  fee  in 
them;  as  for  instance  where  the  trust  is  to  pay  annuities, 
OT  to  pay  over  rents  and  profits  to  a  party  for  life,  there, 
if,  subject  to  the  specified  trusts,  the  estate  is  giyen  over, 
the  parties  taking  under  such  devise  over  have  been  held 
to  take  legal  estates:  the  estate  given  to  the  trustees 
(even  when  given  with  words  of  inheritance)  having  been 
in  such  cases  taken  to  have  been  meant  to  be  co-ex- 
tensive only  with  the  trust  to  be  performed.  This  rule 
of  construction  has  probably  created  much  more  di£5iculty 
than  it  has  obviated.  It  is  however  too  well  settled  to  be 
now  called  in  question.  But  we  do  not  think  it  is  appli- 
cable to  a  case  like  the  present.  The  general  rule  is,  that 
where  an  estate  is  given  to  trustees,  all  the  trusts  which 
they  are  to  perform  must,  prim&  facie  at  least,  be  per- 
formed by  them  by  virtue  and  in  respect  of  the  estate 
vested  in  them.  Here  the  interest  derived  is  in  terms  at 
least  an  interest  in  fee  simple.  One  of  the  duties  im- 
posed on  the  trustees  is,  if  they  should  deem  it  expedient, 
to  sell  the  estate.  This  they  can  only  do  by  exercising 
dominion  over  the  fee-simple;  and  in  such  a  case,  even 
without  words  of  inheritance,  there  would  be  strong  rea- 
stm  for  holding  that  they  were  intended  to  take  the 
fee.  But  it  is  not  necessary  here  to  go  that  length.  The 
fee  is  in  terms  devised  to  them,  and  it  would  be  a  very 
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1848.  strained  and  artificial  construction  to  hold,  first  that  the 
natural  meaning  of  the  words  is  to  be  cut  down  because 
they  would  give  an  estate  more  extensive  than  the  trust 
requires,  and  then,  when  the  trust  does  in  fact  require 
the  whole  fee  simple,  to  hold  that  that  must  be  supplied 
by  way  of  power,  defeating  the  estate  of  the  subsequent 
devisees,  and  not  out  of  the  interest  of  the  trusteea 

The  present  case  very  closely  resembles  that  of  Doe  d. 
Cadogcm  v.  Ewart  (a),  where  the  trustees  were  held  to 
take  the  fee.  The  only  authority  at  all  at  variance  with 
the  view  we  take  on  this  subject  is  that  of  Hatdoer  v. 
Hawker  (6).  But  in  the  facts  of  that  case  there  were  some 
peculiarities,  and,  no  reasons  being  given  for  the  certificate, 
we  are  unable  to  ascertain  the  principle  on  which  the 
Court  proceeded. 

Taking  it,  therefore,  that  the  fee  vested  in  the  trustees, 
it  follows  necessarily,  that  Elizabeth  Spence,  as  the  sole 
trustee,  can  sell  in  pursuance  of  the  trust  For  whatever 
be  the  doubts  in  case  of  powers,  there  is  no  question  but 
that,  in  case  of  a  devise  to  trustees  upon  trust  to  deal  with 
the  estate  in  a  certain  manner,  the  trust  is  prim&  facie  to 
be  executed  by  the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being. 
Here,  by  the  disclaimer  of  Clarke  and  the  death  of  HaU, 
Elizabeth  Spence  has  become  the  sole  trustee,  and  may 
therefore  well  execute  her  trust  by  selling  the  estate. 

There  must  therefore  be 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs, 
(a)  7  Ad.  ^  E.  636«  (J>)  ZB,^  Aid.  537« 
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Faulkkee  v.  Biohabd  Lows  (a).  June  12. 

Oo VEN ANT.— The  declaration  stated  that,  in  the  life-  No  action  wiu 

lio  on  A  covd- 

time  of  one  Robert  Lowe,  to  wit,  on  the  29th  of  Septem- '  nant  by  c.  to 
ber,  1841,  by  a  certain  indenture  then  made  between  the  mwiey'toiL, 
defendant  of  the  one  part,  and  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  ^^^  *^ 
Robert  Lowe,  since  deceased,  of  the  other  part  (profert),  larvivorB  or 
reciting,  that  the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  them  on  their 
Robert  Lowe  were  possessed  of,  and  interested  in,  divers  J^"^*  •cooont, 
monies  on  a  joint  account,  and  that  the  defendant  had 
requested  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  Robert  Lowe  to  lend  and 
advance  thereout  to  him,  the  defendant,  the  sum  of  16002.; 
the  defendant,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  &c.,  covenant- 
ed with  the  said  Robert  Lowe  and  the  plaintiff,  their  heirs, 
executors,  &a,  that  he,  the  defendant,  his  heirs,  executors, 
&C.,  would  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid,  the  sum  of  16002.,  with 
interest  for  the  same  after  the  rate  of  5Z.  per  cent  per 
annum,  on  the  29th  day  of  March  then  next,  without  de- 
duction, unto  them  the  said  Robert  Lowe,  the  plaintiff, 
and  himself  the  defendant,  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of 
them,  upon  the  joint  account  aforesaid.     Breach — ^non- 
payment 

The  defendant  demurred,  having  set  out  on  oyer  the 
indenture,  whereby,  after  reciting,  "  That  Richard  Lowe 
(the  defendant),  the  said  Robert  Lowe,  and  Samuel  Faulk- 
ner (the  plaintiff)  were  possessed  of,  and  interested  in, 
divers  monies  on  a  joint  account,  and  the  said  Richard 
Lowe  had  requested  the  said  Robert  Lowe  and  Samuel 
Faulkner  to  lend  and  advance  thereout  to  him,  the  said 
Richard  Lowe,  the  sum  of  1600Z.,  which  they  had  agreed 
to  do;  it  was  witnessed,  that,  in  consideration  of  16002., 
paid  by  Robert  Lowe  and  Samuel  Faulkner  to  Richard 
Lowe,  or,  with  the  permission  of  the  said  Robert  Lowe 

(a)  Decided  in  the  term  preceding. 
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1848,^  and  Samuel  Faulkner,  retained  by  the  said  Ricliard  Lowe, 
to  his  own  sole  use,  out  of  the  monies  belonging  to  them,  the 
said  Robert  Lowe  Samuel  Faulkner,  and  Richard  Lowe, 
upon  a  joint  account  as  aforesaid,"  Richard  Lowe  con- 
veyed to  Robert  Lowe  and  Samuel  Faulkner  certain  pre- 
mises in  fee,  subject  to  the  following  proviso,  which  was 
the  covenant  declared  on : — "  Provided  always,  that,  if  the 
said  Richard  Lowe,  his  heirs,  executors,  &c.,  shall  pay,  or 
cause  to  be  paid,  unto  them,  the  said  Robert  Lowe  and 
Samuel  Faulkner,  and  himself  the  said  Richard  Lowe^  and 
the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  their  or  his  executors^ 
&C.,  upon  the  joint  account  aforesaid,  the  sum  of  1600L, 
with  interest  for  the  same  at  the  rate  of  61  per  cent  per 
annum,  on  the  29th  day  of  March  next,  without  deduction, 
then,  immediately  after  such  payment,"  the  said  premises 
shall  be  reassured,  &c.    Joinder  in  demurrer. 

T.  JoneSy  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — No  action  will 
lie  on  this  covenant,  which  is,  in  effect,  a  contract  by  the 
defendant  to  pay  the  money  to  himself  It  makes  no  dif- 
ference that  the  covenant  is  in  terms  with  the  plaintiff  to 
pay  the  money  to  him  and  the  defendant;  for  both  being 
jointly  interested  in  the  sum  a  payment  to  the  defend- 
ant himself  would  be  a  performance  of  the  covenant  That, 
however,  is  impossible.  Pothier,  in  his  Traits  des  Obliga- 
tions (a),  points  out  the  distinction  between  a  thing  possi- 
ble in  itself,  and  a  thing  absolutely  impossible ;  in  the 
former  case,  he  says,  the  obligation  subsists,  notwithstand- 
ing it  is  beyond  the  means  of  the  person  obliged  to  accom- 
plish it,  and  he  is  answerable  for  the  damage  occasioned 
by  the  non-performance  of  his  engagement;  but,  in  the 
latter  case,  the  party  is  discharged  from  his  obligation, 
because  no  man  can  be  obliged  to  perform  an  impossibility. 
It  is  difficult  to  see  what  damages  could  be  assessed  against 


{a)  Page  1,  cfa.  1,  sect.  4,  s.  2,  132. 
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the  defendant  for  non-payment  to  himself.    Besides,  the        1848. 

defendant,  being  jointly  interested  in  this  money,  and  be-  Faulkkxb 
ing  a  party  to  the  deed,  ought  to  have  been  a  co-plaintiff       ^^ 
on  the  record. 

Martin^  conti^ — The  performance  of  the  covenant  is 
not  impossible.  [PoUocky  C.  B. — ^If  the  covenant  had  been 
to  place  the  money  in  the  funds  in  certain  names,  one  of 
vrhich  was  the  defendant,  there  would  have  been  no  di£S- 
culty ;  but  this  is  a  covenant  by  the  defendant  to  pay  him- 
self. Suppose  the  defendant  had  pleaded  that  he  had  paid 
the  money  to  himself,  and  then  held  it  on  the  joint  ac- 
count ?]  The  meaning  of  the  covenant  is,  that  the  parties 
shall  be  placed  in  statu  quo.  [Rolfe,  B. — ^If  both  covenan- 
tees had  died  before  the  29th  of  March,  then,  the  defendant 
being  the  survivor,  the  money  would  have  been  payable  to 
him  alone.]  In  that  case,  there  might  be  difficulty  in 
performing  the  covenant;  but,  one  of  the  covenantees  be- 
ing alive,  the  question  does  not  arise.  In  R(>8€Y.PouUon(a)y 
there  was  a  covenant  by  D.,  £.,  and  C,  and  each  and  every 
of  them,  with  A.,  B.  and  his  wife,  and  C,  to  pay  an  anui- 
ty;  and  it  was  held,  that,  at  least,  after  C.'s  death,  A.  and 
B.  might  sue  on  the  covenant,  although  it  was  entered  in- 
to both  by  and  to  C.  [Alderson,  R — ^This  is  not  a  cove- 
nant to  pay  A.,  B.,  or  C,  but  to  pay  A.,  B.,  and  C,  on  their 
joint  account.  PoUocky  C.  R — ^The  covenant,  to  my  mind, 
is  senseless.  I  do  not  know  what  is  meant,  in  point  of 
law,  by  a  man  paying  himseK] 

Pbb  Cubiam(&). — ^There  must  be  judgment  for  the  de- 
fendant 

(a)  2  B.  ^E  A.  822. 
(h)  PcUoek^  0.  B.,  Alderscm,  B.,  Bo^e,  B.,  and  Pktt,  B. 
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Jvly  1,  Ness  v.  Fbnwick. 

AdedaratioD  OCIRE  FACIAS. — The  declaration  stated,  that,  wliCTeas 

Btat^tiitt  tha  John  Ness,  lately,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  11th  of  August, 

pWnaffre-  1847  in  our  Court,  before  the  Barons  of  our  Exchequer 

agtunst  o.,  at  Westminster,  by  the  judge  of  the  same  Court,  recovered 

lie  offioeiB  for  agalust  Gcorge  Burdis,  one  of  the  public  officers  for  the 

rf^J^^^-  ^'"^  being  of  certain  persons  united  in  copartnership  by 

■ona  onited  in  the  name  and  description  of  the  North  of  England  Joint- 

oO'likTtiiership  1    X.      .  •        ^  !•         1  *■       t 

for  tha  pur.  stocK  Banking  Company,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on 

^g"o^o  tlie  trade  and  business  of  bankers  in  England,  under  and 

'™^J^*™'  by  virtue  and  according  to  the  form  and  effect  of  a  certain 

eniDEngiuu),  act  of  Parliament,  made  and  passed  In  the  7th  year  of 

paituenhip  o.  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty  King  Geoige  IV,  for  the  better 

^iber  re-  regulating  copartnerehips  of  certain  bankers  in  England, 

Dding  in  Eng.  ^nd  irhich  said  Geonre  Burdis  then  was  one  of  the  mem- 

Und,  uidhmd 

been  dnij  do-  beTS,  residing  in  England,  of  the  sud  co-partnership,  and 

^^Tudat  ^^  been  duly  nominated  and  appointed,  and  before  and 

m^'irftt*'^  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  <rf  that  suit  had  been, 

rait,  had  been,  and  at  the  time  of  the  giving  the  said  judgment  still  was, 
Hid  at  the  ^         ^ 

time  of  the  one  of  the  public  officers  of  the  said  company,  pursoant 

Wiethe  ^  ^"^  according  to  the  force,  form,  and  effect  of  the  said  act 

Bo  offloen  of  of  Parliament,  as  well  a  certwn  debt  of  3000£,  which, 

the  compan  V, 

a  certain  debt  in  OUT  same  Court,  was  a^udged  to  the  said  J.  Ness,  as  also 

whereof  6.,  as  ^^  6s:  6ii,  which,  in  our  same  Court,  were  awarded  to  the 

o^r  aa^'  ^^  ^-  ^^^  '^^  '"^  damages  which  he  had  susttuned,  aa  well 

aforeswi  ia  oD  occasion  of  the  detaining  the  said  debt  as  for  his  costs 

b;  inmeeting  aud  charges  by  ^\m  about  his  suit  in  that  behalf  expended, 

wa^tx^  whereof  the   said  G.  Burdis,  as   such  public   officer  as 

B^,  oo  »p«-  nforesaid,  is  convicted,  as  by  inspecting  the  rolls  of  our  said 

that  the  de-  Exchequer  appears  to  us.  Acdwhereas,  by  and  according  to 
*».*  — „™-«;„-^^  form,  and  effect  of  the  said  statute,  execution 
igment  in  any  action  obtained  against  any 

faof  to  the  plaintiC 
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public  officer  for  the  time  being  of  any  such  copartner-      ^1848. 
ship,  carrying  on  the  business  of  bankers  as  aforesaid, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  said  act  of  Parliament,  whether 
as  plaintiff  or  defendant,  may  be  issued  against  any  mem- 
ber or  members  for  the  time  being  of  such  copartnership; 
and  whereas,  on  behalf  of  the  said  J.  Ness,  in  our  same 
Court,  we  are  informed,  that,  although  judgment  has  been  so 
as  aforesaid  given,  yet  execution  of  the  debt  and  damages 
aforesaid  still  remains  to  be  made;  and  on  behalf  of  the 
said  J.  Ness,  in  our  same  Court,  we  are  further  informed,  that 
C.  S.  Fenwick  now  is  a  member  of  the  said  copartnership, 
caUed  the  North  of  England  Joint-stock  Banking  Compa- 
ny; wherefore  the  said  J.  Ness  hath  humbly  besought  us  to 
provide  him  a  proper  remedy  in  this  behalf ;  and  we  being 
willing  that  what  is  just  in  this  behalf  should  be  done, 
command  you,  that,  by  honest  and  lawful  men  of  your 
bailiwick,  you  make  known  to  the  said  C.  S.  Fenwick,  that   . 
he  be  before  the  Barons  of  our  said  Exchequer  at  West- 
nunster,  on  the  28th  day  of  January  now  instant,  to  shew 
if  he  hath  or  knoweth  of  anything  to  say  for  himself,  why 
the  said  J.  Ness  ought  not  to  have  execution  against 
him,  the  said  C.  Su  Fenwick,  for  the  debt  and  damages 
aforesaid,  together  with  interest  upon  the  said  two  several 
sums  of  3000Z.  and  232.  68.  6(i,  at  the  rate  of  42.  per  cent, 
per  annum,  from  the  said  11th  day  of  August,  1847,  on 
which  day  the  judgment  aforesaid  was  entered  up  as  afore- 
said, according  to  the  force,  form,  and  effect  of  the  said 
recovery  and  of  the  said  statute,  if  it  shall  seem  expedient 
for  him  so  to  do.    And  in  what  manner  you  shall  execute 
this  our  writ,  make  appear  to  the  said  Barons  at  West- 
minster, on  the  said  28th  day  of  January ;  and  have  you 
there  the  names  of  those  by  whom  you  shall  so  make 
known  to  him  and  this  writ    Witness — Sir  F.  Pollock, 
Knight,  at  Westminster,  21st  of  January,  1848,  and  in  the 
eleventh  year  of  our  reign.    On  which  day  comes  here  the 
said  J.  Ness,  by  J.  S.,  his  attorney;  and  the  sheriff,  to  wit, 
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1848.  ^  J.  H.  H.  A.,  Esq.,  sheriff  &c.  aforesaid  now  here  returns, 
that,  by  D.  M.  and  S.  M.,  good  and  lawftil  men  of  his  baili- 
wick, he  has  given  notice  to  the  said  C.  S.  Fenwickto 
appear  before  the  said  Barons  of  her  Majesty's  Exchequer, 
at  the  day  and  place  in  the  said  writ  mentioned,  to  shew 
cause,  as  by  the  said  writ  he  is  required,  and  as  by  the 
said  writ  the  said  sheriff  is  commanded;  and  the  said  C. 
S.  Fenwick  being  solemnly  demanded,  comes  by  T.  R,  his 
attorney,  and  thereupon  the  said  J.  Ness,  by  his  attorney 
aforesaid,  prays  that  execution  may  be  adjudged  to  him 
against  the  said  C.  Su  Fenwick,  of  the  debt,  damages,  and 
interest  aforesaid,  according  to  the  force,  form,  and  effect 
of  the  said  recovery. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes  that  it  does  not 
sufficiently  appear  that  the  debt  in  the  said  action,  reco- 
vered against  the  said  G.  Burdis,  was  due  from  the  said 
copartnership;  and  that  it  does  not  appear  with  suf- 
ficient certainty  that  he  was  sued  in  the  action  as  such 
public  officer,  or  that  he  was  such  public  officer  when  the 
action  was  commenced  against  him;  or  that  the  said  co- 
partnership ever  actually  carried  on  the  trade  or  busi- 
ness of  bankers  in  England,  or  any  trade;  and  that  the 
plaintiff  is  not  stated  to  have  become  their  creditor  when 
they  so  carried  on  their  business;  and  that  the  defendant 
cannot  be  considered  as  a  member  for  the  time  being  of 
the  copartnership,  by  reason  of  being  alleged  to  have  been 
so  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  said  writ  of  scire  facias,  unless 
he  were  so  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit 
against  G.  Burdis,  which  the  declaration  does  not  shew 
him  to  have  been.    Joinder  in  demurrer. 

O.H,  Cooper^  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^This  declara- 
tion is  bad  on  the  several  grounds  to  which  the  special 
demurrer  is  directed.  The  plaintiff's  remedy  is  given 
by  the  stat  7  Geo.  4,  c.  46.  The  9th  section  gives  the  cre- 
ditor the  right  to  sue  the  copartnership  in  tl^e  name  of  the 
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public  officer;  and  the  13th  section  gives  the  right  to  issue  1348. 
execution,  upon  a  judgment  so  obtained  against  the  public 
officer,  against  any  member  of  the  copartnership.  This 
right  is  a  statutable  one,  and  did  not  exist  at  common 
law.  The  requisites  of  the  statute  must,  therefore,  be 
strictly  observed.  In  the  first  place,  the  declaration  does 
not  allege  that  the  debt  recovered  against  Burdis  was 
due  from  the  copartnership.  It  is  consistent  with  all  the 
all^ations  in  the  declaration,  that  the  debt  was  due  from 
Burdis,  and  not  from  the  Company,  as  the  declaration 
does  not  even  state  that  he  was  the  public  officer  of  the 
copartnership  at  the  time  the  original  action  was  com- 
menced. The  9th  section  of  the  statute  enacts,  that 
all  actions,  against  any  person  or  persons  who  may  be 
at  any  time  indebted  to  any  such  copartnership,  carrying 
on  business  under  the  provisions  of  the  act,  to  be  com- 
menced or  instituted  for  or  on  behalf  of  any  such  copart- 
nership, against  any  person  or  persons,  &a  for  recovering 
any  debts,  &c.  due  to  such  copartnership,  shall  and  law- 
fully may  be  commenced  or  instituted  and  prosecuted  in 
the  name  of  any  one  of  the  public  officers,  nominated  as 
aforesaid,  for  the  time  being,  of  such  copartnership,  as  the 
nominal  plaintiff  for  or  on  behalf  of  such  copartnership. 
The  section  then  proceeds  to  enact,  that  all  actions  or 
suits,  and  proceedings  at  law  or  in  equity,  to  be  com- 
menced or  instituted  by  any  person,  &c.  against  such  co- 
partnership, shall  and  lawfully  may  be  commenced,  insti- 
tuted, and  prosecuted  against  any  one  or  more  of  the 
public  officers,  nominated  as  aforesaid,  for  the  time  being, 
of  such  copartnership,  as  the  nominal  defendant  for  and 
on  behalf  of  such  copartnership.  The  plaintiff  does  not 
bring  himself  within  the  provisions  of  this  section.  The 
.declaration  is  also  bad  for  not  stating  that  the  copartner 
ship  actually  carried  on  business  In  the  case  of  Fletcher 
T.  Crotbie  (a),  the  same  objection  was  raised  to  a  declara- 

(a)  9  M.  4(  W.  252. 
VOL.  II.  B  R  EXCH. 
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1848.        tion  which  omitted  the  same  aU^ation,  and  the  Court 
Ness        held  the  objection  good.    Parke,  B,,  there  said,  "  The  de- 
rEjnncK.      claration  is  bad  on  special  demurrer.    It  ought  to  have 
stated  that  the  copartnership  were  carrying  on  businesa" 

Wa^on,  in  support  of  the  declaration. — The  declaration 
is  sufficient  This  is  a  proceeding  against  a  public  officer, 
and  not  by  one.  It  sufficiently  appears  that  the  debt  upon 
which  the  judgment  was  recovered  against  Burdis  was  a 
debt  due  by  the  copartnership  of  which  he  was  the  public 
officer.  The  declaration  with  respect  to  the  debt  states, 
"  whereof  the  said  Geoi^e  Burdis,  as  such  ptMio  officer  as 
aforesaid,  is  convicted."  The  judgment  was  a  judgment 
against  him  as  a  public  officer  of  the  copartnership.  The 
judgment  could  not  have  been  recovered  against  him  in 
this  form,  had  he  not  been  a  public  officer  and  the  debt 
a  debt  due  by  the  copartnership  then  carrying  on  busi- 
ness. By  the  12th  section  of  the  act  in  question,  the 
judgments  recovered  against  the  public  officers  are  to 
operate  against  the  copartnership;  and  by  the  13th  section, 
upon  such  a  judgment  execution  may  be  issued  against 
any  member  of  the  copartnership.  In  a  scire  fisusias,  the 
defendant  can  plead  nothing  in  bar  which  he  might  have 
pleaded  to  the  original  action:  Cook  Y.Jones  (a).  The 
judgment,  therefore,  establishes  those  matters,  for  the 
omission  of  which  the  defendant  contends  the  declara- 
tion to  be  bad,  namely,  that  Burdis  was  a  public  officer 
of  the  copartnership,  that  the  debt  was  due  by  them, 
and  that  they  carried  on  business.  These  matters,  if  al- 
leged, could  not  now  be  traversed.  The  defendant  could 
not  traverse  that  Burdis  was  a  public  officer:  Bradley  v. 
Ilyre(b).  In  that  case,  Parke,  B.,  said,  '^The  defendants 
have  pleaded  four  pleas,  which  have  been  demurred  ta 
The  first  is,  that  Brettell  was  not  secretary  modo  et  forma. 
That  may  be  disposed  of  by  stating  that  it  is  a  plea  con- 

(a)  Cowp.  728.  (b)  11  M.  <b  W-  432. 
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eluding  to  the  countiy,  professing  to  traverse  an  allega-  ^  1848. 
tion  which  is  not  to  be  found  in  the  declaration.  Mr. 
Cwdmg  objected  to  the  dechuution  as  bad,  because  it  con- 
tains no  averment  that  the  proceedings  were  had  against 
a  person  who  was  secretary  to  the  Company  at  the  time 
of  suing  out  the  writ  in  the  original  action.  We  think 
there  is  no  foundation  for  that  objection.  The  declaration 
states  a  judgment,  which  is  averred  to  have  been  obtained 
against  Brettell,  as  the  secretary  of  the  Company,  for  a 
debt  due  from  the  Company.  It  is  true  that  it  does  not 
appear  on  the  face  of  the  declaration  that  Brettell  was 
secretary  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit ; 
but  we  have  no  right  to  assume  that  the  proceedings  are 
erroneous  or  objectionabla  Unless  the  proceedings  are 
against  a  person  who  was  secretary  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  the  judgment  is  erroneous  and 
irr^ular.  We  cannot  presume  that  Brettell  was  not  secre- 
tary at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit ;  and, 
therefore,  that  objection  cannot  prevail.''  His  Lordship, 
in  a  subsequent  part  of  his  judgment,  says,  ''The  rule  of 
law  is  well  settled,  that  you  cannot  plead  to  a  scire  facias 
any  matter  which  might  have  been  set  up  as  a  defence  to 
the  original  action."  Lord  Befnmam^  C.  J.,  in  Phiiipson  v. 
Lard  Egremont(a)y  says,  "Fraud,  no  doubt,  vitiates  every- 
thing; and  the  Court,  upon  being  satisfied  of  such  fraud, 
has  a  power  to  vacate,  and  would  vacate,  its  own  judg- 
ment, as  is  suggested  in  Bradley  v.  Eyre,"  The  pre- 
sent judgment  is  good,  and  binding  until  it  be  reversed. 
The  defendant,  therefore,  cannot  take  these  objections  by 
special  demurrer.  In  Comyn's  Dig.,  tit  "  Error"  (D.),  it  is 
laid  down,  that  "in  a  scire  facias  by  an  executor  upon  a 
judgment  in  ejectment  by  his  testator  against  B.,  execution 
shall  not  be  avoided  nor  judgment  stayed  by  saying  that 
the  tenant  died  pendente  lite;  for  he  ought  to  avoid  it 

(a)  6  Q.  B.  605. 
BR  2 
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1848.  by  error.  [Parke,  R — ^The  difficulty  is,  whether  the  de- 
claration sufficiently  avers  that  the  debt  iras  due  from  the 
copartnership.  Suppose  the  action  against  Burdis  in  his 
own  personal  character,  and  the  judgment,  were  to  go  on  to 
say,  '^  as  public  officer/'  would  not  the  latter  words  be  mere 
surplusage  ?]  It  is  submitted  that  it  would  in  that  case  be 
erroneous,  and  the  judgment  might  be  set  aside.  On  a  plea 
of  nul  tiel  record,  the  plaintiff  would  be  bound  to  produce 
a  judgment  in  accordance  with  the  allegation  that  the 
judgment  was  recovered  against  Burdis  as  public  officer. 
With  respect  to  the  allegation  that  Burdifl  was  one  of  the 
public  officers  for  the  time  being,  of  certain  persons  united 
in  copartnership  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  business, 
&a,  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  act,  the  case  of  Da- 
vidson V.  Bower  (a)  is  an  authority  which  shews  that  it  is 
to  be  presumed  that  they  actually  carried  on  business. 

Parke,  R — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is  enti- 
tled to  our  judgment,  on  the  short  ground  that  it  is  not 
distinctly  averred,  upon  the  face  of  the  declaration,  that 
the  debt  upon  which  the  judgment  was  recovered  in  the  ori- 
ginal action  was  a  debt  due  from  the  Company.  The  decla- 
ratioI:^  in  all  the  cases  to  which  reference  has  been  made, 
contains  a  statement  that  the  debt  was  due  and  owing 
from  the  Company.  In  the  case  oi  Fowler  v.  RickerbyQi), 
the  form  contains  these  words : — "  Whereas  Sarah  Fowler 
and  J.  Gaunt  recovered  against  W.  M.  &c.,  which  said  W.  H. 
had  been  duly  nominated,  and  appointed,  and  roistered 
as  such  public  officer,  and  was  then  sued  for  and  on  behalf 
of  the  said  Company,  according  to  the  form  and  effect  of 
the  said  act  of  Parliament,  5802.  &a,  for  their  damages, 
which  they  had  sustained,  as  well  on  occasion,  of  the  not 
performing  certain  promises^  then  lately  made  hy  ike  Mid 


(a)  2  DowL  N.  S.  116;  &  C,         {b)  9  Bowl.  P.  C,  682;  &  C.^ 
6  Scott  N.  R.  538.  3  Soott  N.  E.  138. 
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Compcmy  to  ihe  said  Sarah  Fowler  &a ;''  and  Mr.  Chitty,  in  1848. 
hisPrecedentSy  has  the  same  allegation.  In  order  to  warrant 
this  writ  of  scire  facias  against  a  member,  judgment  ought 
to  have  been  recovered  against  the  public  officer  for  a  debt 
due  from  the  Company.  It  is  consistent  with  every  allega- 
tion in  this  declaration,  that  this  was  not  the  debt  of  the 
Company,  but  that  the  judgment  recovered  against  Burdis 
was  one  for  which  he  was  personally  liable.  I  think  that 
the  words,  "  as  public  officer,*'  are  mere  surplusage.  Per- 
haps the  allegation  might  be  sufficient  on  general  demur- 
rer; but,  as  the  objection  is  specially  pointed  out,  I  think 
that  it  must  prevail,  although  it  is  to  be  regretted  that  it 
should. 

Aldebsok,  R — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  order  to 
make  the  defendant  liable,  it  must  be  shewn  that  the  debt 
was  a  debt  of  the  Company.  It  does  not  appear  on  the 
face  of  this  declaration,  that  this  was  their  debt.  It  is 
consistent  with  every  allegation  which  it  contains,  that  it 
was  not 

BoLF^,  B.,  concurred. 

Platt,  R — I  think  that  the  defendant  is  clearly  enti- 
tled to  our  judgment  The  plaintiff  has  omitted  to  state 
that  the  debt  was  due  and  owing  from  the  Company.  This 
remedy  is  given  by  statute,  and  all  the  requisites  should 
be  strictly  observed. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant 
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1848. 

,. ,  ,«  Hunt  v.  Cox. 

July  13.  p_ 

To  an  action  JL  HE  declaration  contained  three  common  count&  Pleas, 

^^^on*^^  *^®  except  as  to  301,  parcel  &c.  (inter  alia),  never  indebted 

oounte,  the  Fourth,  "  As  to  the  sum  of  30i,  parcel  &a,  in  the  above 

defendant  '  r  ^ 

pleaded,  ex-  pleas  excepted,  and  the  causes  and  cause  of  action  in  that 

neyer  indebt- '  respect,'"  payment  into  court  of  302.,  and  the  further  sum 

8o/.!Sd^^  of6(i  The  plea  concluded  thus :— And  the  defendant  fur- 

cauaes  and  ther  saith,  that  he  never  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in 

caiue  of  action 

in  that  respect,  a  greater  amount  than  the  said  sum  of  302.  in  respect  of 

oowt  0^802.  ^^^  causes  of  action  in  the  introductory  part  of  this  plea 

^ft^ed^^  mentioned,  and  that  the  plaintiff  never  hath  sustained 

fendant  neyer  damage  bcvond  the  amount  of  the  said  sum  of  6dL,  in  re- 

ivafl  indehtfid 

to  piaintiir  in  a  spect  or  bj  reason  of  the  non-payment  of  the  said  sum, 

S?^t  than  parcel,  &a 

80Z.  in  respect       T^^  plaintiff  took  issue  upon  the  first  plea;  and  to  the 

of  the  causes  of  *  '^  *:       * 

action  in  the  fourth  plea  he  replied,  that  the  defendant  was  indebted 

^ ^the^  to  him  in  a  greater  amount  than  the  said  sum  of  302.  and 

^^dT^"  6(i,  in  respect  of  the  causes  of  action  "  in  the  dedaraUon 

plaintiff  had  mentioned  ;"  and  upon  this  replication  issue  was  joined  At 

not  sostained 

damages  by  the  trial,  before  Parkcj  R,  at  the  Middlesex  Sitting  in 

n^^yment  trinity  Term  last,  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  for  more 

thereof  to  a  ^^^j^  qOL 

greater 

amount  than 

tion,  that  the        Wotson  now  moved  for  a  rule  calling  on  the  plaintiff 

indebted  tT"  *^  shcw  cause  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial,  and 

pUmtiff  in  a  contended,  that  the  traverse  taken  by  the  replication  was 

amount  than  immaterial,  and  that  no  issue  in  fact  was  raised  by  it 

the  said  sum, 
in  respect  of 

^:^,^  Cur-  adv.  yult 

dedaraticn 

Issue  thereon :      Aldebsok,  B.,  uow  Said: — ^This  was  an  application  for  a 

tion  for  a^nTw  ^^  ^  shew  cause  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial; 

trial,  that, 

whether  the 

issue  was  immaterial,  or  whether  it  raised  the  same  issue  as  that  raised  by  the  first  plss^ 

in  either  case^  it  did  not  vitiate  the  proceedings,  and  was  no  ground  for  a  new  trial 
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and  we  are  of  opinion  that  there  ought  to  be  no  rule.  1848. 
The  objection  arises  out  of  the  replication  to  the  fourth 
plea.  The  defendant  in  that  plea  pleads  as  to  the  sum  of 
30^,  parcel  &c.  in  the  foregoing  pleas  excepted,  and  the 
causes  and  cause  of  action  in  that  respect,  pajrment  into 
court  of  302.,  and  the  further  sum  of  6d;  and  the  plea  con- 
cludes bj  alleging  that  the  defendant  never  was  indebted  to 
the  plaintiff  in  a  greater  amount  than  the  said  sum  of  30^ 
in  respect  of  the  causes  of  action  in  the  introductory  part 
of  the  plea  mentioned,  and  that  the  plaintiff  never  hath 
sustained  damage  beyond  the  amount  of  the  said  sum  of 
6dL  in  respect  or  by  reason  of  the  non-payment  of  the  said 
sum,  parcel  &c.  To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  replied,  that 
the  defendant  was  indebted  to  him  in  a  greater  amount 
than  the  said  sum  of  30Z.  and  6d.  in  respect  of  the  causes 
of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned;  upon  which  re- 
plication the  defendant  joined  issue.  On  the  trial,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  more  than  SOL 
This  issue  is  possibly  wholly  immaterial;  for,  as  the  plea 
is  only  to  302.,  and  not  to  the  whole  demand,  it  is  mani- 
festly impossible  that  there  can  be  damages  vltA.  But 
we  think,  that,  if  it  be  immaterial,  it  does  not  vitiate  the 
proceedings;  and  if  not  immaterial,  it  is,  in  truth,  the 
same  as  the  issue  on  the  first  plea^  never  indebted,  except 
as  to  SOL  In  either  view  of  the  case  there  must  be  no 
rule. 

Rule  refused. 


EXCHEQUEB  &EFO&T& 


juLy  13.  Maile  V.  Mank. 

WhereabaiUff  AsSUMPSIT  bv  the  pliuBtiff,  as  bailiff  of  the  sheriff  of 

18  employed  by    ^  .  *  *  » 

an  attorney  to  Cambridgeshire^  for  work  and  labour  in  executing  a  writ^ 
^^nrt ade-^  and  keeping  a  certain  person  arrested  by  the  plaintiff  at 
Stwne*'  *^d  ^^  request  of  the  defendant,  under  the  said  writ  Plea^ 
not  the  client,  non  assumpsit;  upon  which  issue  was  joined  At  the  trial, 
bailiff  for  hiB  before  PlaU^  B.,  at  the  Westminster  Sittings,  in  Michael- 
^^  mas  Term  last,  it  appeared  that  the  present  action  was 

brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  32^  3&  for  arresting  and 
conveying  to  Cambridge  gaol  a  person  named  Payne, 
against  whom  the  defendant  had  obtained  a  judg- 
ment The  defendant  had  instructed  his  attorney,  a  Mr. 
Wilkin,  to  proceed  against  Payne  for  the  recovery  of  a 
claim  due  by  him  on  a  promissory  note.  The  action  was 
brought  against  Payne  in  the  name  of  Mr.  Wilkin's  town 
agent,  and  judgment  therein  was  obtained  against  him. 
Under  the  instructions  of  the  defendant,  Wilkin  ordered 
his  agent  to  issue  a  ca.  sa.  against  Payne.  The  London 
agent  accordingly  sued  out  execution,  and  sent  the  writ 
to  the  under-sheriff,  with  instructions  that  it  should  be 
delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  the  sheriff's  bailiff  It  was 
contended,  that,  under  these  circumstances  the  plaintiff 
ought  to  be  nonsuited,  on  the  ground  that  the  action  was 
improperly  brought  against  the  client,  and  that  it  ought 
to  have  been  against  the  attorney.  Under  his  Lordship's 
direction  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict^  leave  being  reserved 
to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit 

0*MaUey  having  obtained  a  rule  accordingly, 

HudcUesion  shewed  cause  in  Trinity  Term  last  (May  30). 
— The  pcfssent  action  was  rightly  brought  against  the 
client,  and  he  is  liable  to  the  plaintiff    The  question 
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really  is,  with  whom  was  the  contract  made?  In  Robins  ^  1848. 
V.  Bridge{a)  it  was  held,  that  the  attorney  in  a  cause  is 
not  personally  liable  to  a  witness  whom  he  subpoenaes  to 
give  evidence  in  a  cause,  for  his  expenses  of  attendance. 
The  action,  therefore,  was  not  maintainable  against  the 
attorney,  who  acts  merely  as  an  agent,  with  a  disclosed 
principal  So,  in  Mw^^ery  v.  Man^fidd^fi)  it  was  held, 
that  the  attorney  of  the  execution  plaintiff  is  not  liable  to 
the  sheriff  for  the  fees  due  on  the  execution  of  a  writ  of 
ca  sa.  ErUi  J.,  there  says^  "  The  law  is,  that  the  client 
is  liable  in  such  a  case  as  this."  In  Hartop  v.  Jwske8{c) 
it  was  held,  that  the  scdicitor  under  a  commission  of  bank- 
ruptcy is  not  liable,  in  the  first  instance,  to  the  messenger 
whom  he  nominates,  for  his  bill  of  fees.  In  Newton  v.  Cham- 
bers (d)  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held,  that  a  sheriff's  ojBEi- 
cer  may  maintain  an  action  against  the  attorney  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  original  suit,  for  caption  fees,  and  conduct 
money,  on  proof  of  an  employment  by  the  attorney;  and 
that  it  is  the  usual  course  of  business  for  the  attorney  to 
be  charged  with,  and  to  pay  such  feea  [PoUocky  C.  B. — ^In 
Maybery  v.  Mansfield^  the  case  of  Robins  v.  Bridge  was  not 
cited.]  It  was  cited  in  8eal  v.  Hudson  {e\  and  there 
Ccieridge^  J.,  seemed  to  think  that  the  officer  could  not 
bring  his  action  against  the  attorney.  [AJdersony  B. — The 
cases  of  Foster  v.  Bhkdock  (/),  and  Wcdbank  v.  Qiutrter- 
Tium  (g),  are  against  you.]  Those  cases  are  ddstinguishable 
from  the  present,  for  there  the  att^ney  decided^  employ- 
ed the  plaintiff.  [Aldersony  B. — ^The  question  is,  whether 
the  attorney  has  any  authority  to  pledge  his  client's  credit 
in  a  matter  where  it  is  the  custom  for  the  attorney  to  pay 
the  fees  out  of  his  pocket,  where,  in  fact,  it  is  a  ready 
money  transactioxk    If  the  bailiff  chooses  to  give  credit,  he 

(a)  3  M.  45  W.  114.  (<f)  4  Dowl.  &  L.  7O0. 

lb)  16  L.  J.,  Q.  B.,  102.  (/)  5  B.  &  C.  328. 

(c)  2  M.  &  Sel.  438.  (y)  3  C.  B.94. 
{d)  1  DowL  &  L.  869. 
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1848.        mtut  look  to  the  par^  to  vhom  he  really  gave  eredit]  He 
"IJI^      alao  aUd  Hart  v.Wkite  (a). 


Uun. 


The  Comt  said  they  voold  call  on  the  defeadant's  conn- 
Bel,  if  neceasaiy. 

Cowh,  coDtri,  was  not  called  on. 

Cur.  adv.  ynlt 

RoLFB,  K,  now  said: — ^In  this  case,  which  was  ai^ed 
before  us  on  the  30th  of  Hay  last,  we  are  of  opinion  that 
the  rule  to  enter  a  nonguit  mnst  be  absolute  The  action 
is  brought  by  the  pluntiff,  a  tMuIiff  of  the  sheriff  of  Cam- 
bridgeshire, against  the  defendant,  to  recover  the  sum  of 
3L  3ft  for  the  pluntiff's  trouble  in  executing  a  writ  of  ca. 
sa.  issued  agtunst  a  third  party,  at  the  suit  of  the  defend- 
ant and  at  his  request  The  defendant  pleaded  non-as- 
sumpsit It  was  objected,  at  the  trial,  that  the  defendant 
was  not  liable,  bnt  that  the  defendant's  attorney  was  the 
party  who  ought  to  have  been  sued;  and  upon  this  ground 
a  rule  was  obtained  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  The  case  was  ar- 
gued before  us  by  Mr  Hvd^Seaton,  on  the  part  of  the  phun- 
tiff,  Ur.  Couch  iq>pearing  for  the  defendant,  and  the  Court 
took  time  to  connder  their  judgment.  The  case  of  Potter 
T.  Blakdod  decides  that  a  sheriff's  officer,  who  has  been 
employed  by  an  attorney  to  execute  writs  for  him,  may 
maintun  an  action  agiunst  the  attorney  for  the  fees  usually 
paid  on  such  occamona  In  Wa&anJc  v.  Quarterman  it  was 
decided,  that  an  attorney  who  employs  a  sheriff's  bailiff 
is  liable  to  him  for  bis  fees,  and  that  the  client  is  not 
liable,  there  being  no  privity  between  him  and  the  officer. 
These  cases  are  expressly  in  point.     The  plaintiff,  on  the 

nd,  relied  on  the  case  of  Mayberi/  v.  Mansjteld. 

ision,  however,  is  not  at  variance  with  WaHanJc 

('<)  Holt,  N.  P.  376. 
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V.  Quartemum;  for,  in  the  former  case,  the  action  was  by 
the  sheriff,  whose  right  of  action  depends  upon  statute  and 
not  upon  contract  The  plaintiff  also  relied  on  8eal  v. 
Hudson^  in  the  Bail  Court,  where  my  Brother  Coleridge 
appears  to  have  held,  that  the  sheriff's  officer  could  not 
sue  the  attorney  except  under  very  special  circumstancea 
It  does  not,  however,  appear  that  the  learned  judge's  at- 
tention was  called  to  all  the  cases  on  the  subject  If,  how- 
ever. Seal  V.  Hudson  is  to  be  considered  at  variance  with 
Foster  v.  Blakdock  and  WaJba/nk  v.  Qwartemum,  and  this 
Court  is  compelled  to  choose  between  conflicting  authori- 
ties, we  prefer  adhering  to  the  two  latter  decisions.  The 
rule  must  therefore  be  absolute  to  enter  a  nonsuit 

Rule  absolute. 


Hastings  and  Others,  Executors  of  Eenbick  Watson,  July  i. 

V.  Whitlby. 

JLrEBT  on  a  bond  for  2000Z.,  made  by  the  defendant  in  To  debt  on 

the  lifetime  of  the  testator.  executors  of 

The  defendant  craved  oyer  of  the  bond  and  condition,  ^^^^'^ 

and  set  them  out  in  hsec  verba.    The  condition  was  as  fol-  after  setting 

lows :  ''  Whereas  the  said  Eenrick  Watson  hath  for  many  the  oon<& 

years  past  exercised  and  practised  the  profession  or  busi-  ^'^  «if 

ness  of  a  surgeon  and  apothecary,  at  Stourport  aforesaid ;  ^^^j^^^^Li-e 

and  whereas  it  hath  been  agreed  between  the  said  E.  Wat-  as  a  suigeon 

son  and  P.  Whitley,  that  the  said  P.  Whitley  shall  become  at  a^  «5^ 

the  assistant  of  the  said  E.  Watson,  in  the  exercise  and  ^l^*^^^l, 

practice  of  the  said  profession  or  business  of  a  surgeon  and  writing  of  the 

_  1  1       1  i»  «/vT  1  •         obligee,  then, 

apothecary,  at  the  annual  salary  of  SOe. ;  and  upon  treating  if  the  ob- 
ligor should 
pay  the  obligee 
1000/.,  the  bond  should  be  void,  otherwise  it  should  remain  in  Ibroe,"  pleaded,  that  he  did 
not  practise  as  a  surgeon  or  apothecary  at  S.  without  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  obligee: — 
HM  bad,  on  genenS  demurrer,  for  not  shewing  the  performuice  of  the  condition  which 
rendered  the  Ixmd  void — Hdd^  aJso,  that  the  period  of  restraint,  mentioned  in  the  condition, 
was  not  confined  to  the  lifetime  of  the  obligee. 
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1848.  for  the  said  agreement,  it  was  further  stipulated,  that  the 
said  P.  Whitley  should  enter  into  the  hond  or  obligation 
hereinbefore  written  or  contained:  now,  the  condition  of 
the  above  written  bond  or  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the 
above  P.  Whitley  shall,  either  as  principal  or  assistant,  or 
either  alone  or  in  copartnership  with  any  person  or  persons 
whomsoever,  exercise  or  practise,  or  assist  in  exercising 
or  practising  the  said  profession  or  business  of  a  surgeon 
or  apothecary,  or  either  of  them,  either  at  Stourport  afore- 
said, or  within  the  distance  often  miles  in  any  direction  of 
Stourport  aforesaid,  at  any  time  after  the  termination  of  his 
said  present  engagement  with  the  said  K  Watson,  without 
the  consent  in  writing  of  the  said  K  Watson  first  had  and 
obtained,  then  and  in  such  case,  if  the  said  P.  Whitley, 
his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  shall  and  do  forth- 
with pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  the  said  K  Watson,  his 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  the  foil  sum  of  lOOOL 
of  lawful  money,  &a,  then  the  said  bond  or  obligation 
shall  be  void  and  of  no  effect,  otherwise  it  shall  remain  in 
full  force  and  virtue."  The  defendant  pleaded,  secondly, 
that  he  did  not,  either  as  principal  or  assistant^  or  either 
alone  or  in  copartnership  with  any  person  or  persons 
whomsoever,  exercise  or  practise,  or  assist  in  exercising 
or  practising  the  said  profession  or  business  of  a  surgeon 
or  apothecary,  or  either  of  them,  either  at  Stourport  afore- 
said, or  within  the  distance  of  ten  miles  in  any  direction 
of  Stourport  aforesaid,  at  any  time  after  the  termination 
of  his  said  engagement  with  the  said  K.  Watson,  without 
the  consent  in  writing  of  the  said  E.  Watson  for  that  pui^ 
pose  first  had  and  obtained.    Verification. 

Replication,  that,  after  the  execution  of  the  writing 
obligatory,  to  wit,  on  &a,  the  said  engagement  with  E. 
Watson  terminated;  and  that  afterwards,  and  before  the 
commencement  of  the  suit,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  the  defendant 
did,  without  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  said  K  Watson 
for  that  purpose  first  had  and  obtained,  as  principal,  and 
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alone,  practise  the  said  profession,  &c.  of  a  surgeon  and      ^  1848.^ 
apothecary,  at  Stourport  aforesaid;  and  further,  that  the     HAanNos 
defendant  did  not  pay  to  the  said  K.  Watson  in  his  life-      WHm.KT. 
time,  nor  to  the  plaintiffs  as  executors,  &c.,  or  to  any 
person  whomsoever,  the  said  sum  of  10002.  &a    Veri- 
fication. 

Rejoinder,  that  the  defendant  did  not,  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  said  K  Watson,  either  as  principal  or  assistant,  or 
either  alone  or  in  copartnership  with  any  person  or  per- 
sons whomsoever,  exercise  or  practise,  &c.  the  said  profes- 
sion, &a  of  a  surgeon  or  apothecary,  at  Stourport  aforesaid, 
or  within  the  distance  of  ten  miles  in  any  direction  of 
Stourport  aforesaid,  at  any  time  after  the  termination  of 
his  said  engagement  with  the  said  K  Watson,  without  the 
consent  in  writing  of  the  said  E.  Watson  first  had  and  ob- 
tained for  that  purpose;  and  that  the  said  exercising,  &c. 
the  said  profession,  &c.  at  &c.  in  the  said  replication  men- 
tioned, took  place  after  the  death  of  the  said  E.  Watson,  && 
Verification. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  cause,  that  the  rejoinder 
is  a  departure  from  the  plea.    Joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  plaintifi^s  point  for  argument  was,  that  the  defend- 
ant's plea  is  bad,  as  it  does  not  shew  a  performance  of  the 
condition  of  the  bond,  by  shewing  that  the  defendant  did  not 
practise  in  the  lifetime  of  E.  Watson.  One  of  the  defend- 
ant's points  for  argument  was,  that  the  bond  is  illegal  and 
void,  if  the  condition  should  be  construed  to  extend  to  the 
defendant's  practising  the  said  profession  after  the  death 
of  the  testator. 

Oraf/y  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  rejoinder  is 
clearly  bad,  as  being  a  departure  from  the  plea. 

The  plea  is  bad  in  substance.  Upon  the  true  construction 
of  the  condition  of  the  bond,  the  restraintwhich  the  defend- 
ant has  imposed  upon  himself  is  not  to  be  confined  to  the 
period  of  Watson's  lifetime.    The  words  of  the  condition 
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1646.  are, ''  at  any  time."  They  do  not  limit  the  period.  [Aiders 
HAamraa  8on,  R — It  does  not  even  follow  that  the  defendant  would 
Whitlbt.  ^^^^  ^^  power,  during  the  lifetime  of  Watson,  to  obtain 
his  consent,  for  Watson  might  have  become  insane.]  It 
may  be  urged  as  a  hardship,  that  he  is  unable  to  get  Wat- 
son's consent;  but,  no  doubt,  Watson  was  desirous  that  the 
good-will  of  his  practice  should  go,  after  his  death,  to  his 
representatives,  who  might  derive  some  benefit  from  it 
The  language  of  the  condition  is  dear  and  reasonable.  If 
the  intention  of  the  parties  had  been  to  limit  the  condi- 
tion to  any  definite  period,  it  would  have  been  an  easy 
thing  to  have  expressed  it  in  such  terms.  [Parhey  R — 
The  agreement  may  be  good  and  binding,  and  there  is  no 
objection  to  it  on  the  ground  of  the  restriction  being  in- 
definite as  to  duration,  if  the  restriction  is  in  other  re- 
spects reasonable.  There  are  several  cases  which  go  to 
establish  the  proposition.] — ^In  the  second  place,  the  bond 
still  remains  in  full  force,  unless  the  defendant  shews  that 
he  has  performed  the  condition  by  which  it  is  rendered 
void.  He  ought  clearly  to  shew  that  the  condition  has 
been  performed.  Now,  the  condition  is  not^  that,  if  the 
defendant  does  not  practise,  the  bond  shall  be  void,  but  it 
is,  that  he  must  practise  without  Watson's  consent,  and 
pay  1000^  to  save  the  penalty  of  the  bond.  The  plea 
does  not  shew  that  the  whole  of  the  condition  which 
is  to  render  the  bond  void  has  been  performed;  it  is, 
therefore,  bad  in  substance,  and  consequently  is  so  on 
general  demurrer* 

Hugh  HUly  contrk — ^It  is  desirable  that  the  defendant 
should  have  the  opinion  of  the  Court  as  to  the  true  and 
proper  construction  of  the  condition  of  the  bond.  It  is 
submitted,  that  the  defendant  was  restrained  firom  prac- 
tising within  the  prescribed  limits,  only  during  the  life- 
time of  Watson.  The  inartificial  way  in  which  the  instm- 
ment  is  firamed  is  an  argument,  for  this  limited  construe- 
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tion.  To  use  the  words  of  Holroydy  J.,  in  Siddemare  v. 
HiisOeton  (a),  "  The  intent  and  not  the  form  is  what  we 
are  to  look  at"  In  Hitchcock  v.  Coker  (6),  it  was  held  by  wnrnjET. 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  that  the  restriction  was 
good,  although  it  continued  for  the  life  of  the  party  re- 
strained. That  is  distinguishable  from  the  present,  for 
that  was  a  trade  which  had  been  disposed  of  [Parke, 
B. — ^What  is  the  difference  1  The  good-will  of  an  apothe- 
cary is  often  disposed  of]  This  is  a  matter  in  which  pro- 
fessional skill  is  concerned. 

Parks,  B. — ^I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  plea  is  bad, 
as  it  does  not  shew  that  the  condition  has  been  performed 
by  which  the  bond  is  to  be  rendered  void  and  of  no  effect 
The  plaintiffs  are  therefore  entitled  to  judgment  We  are 
requested  by  Mr.  Hill  to  give  our  opinion  as  to  the  true 
construction  of  the  condition.  Now,  the  words,  "  for  any 
time,''  primH  facie  import  that  the  period  is  not  to  be  con- 
fined to  the  life  of  the  obligee,  but  that  it  is  co-extensive 
with  that  of  the  obligor;  and  it  was  held,  in  Hitchcock  v. 
Coker,  that  there  was  nothing  illegal  in  the  restriction 
being  indefinite  as  to  duration,  the  same  being  in  other 
respects  a  reasonable  restriction.  This  question  was  much 
considered,  and  the  principle  upon  which  it  is  founded 
was  explained,  in  the  case  of  MaUan  v.  May  (c).  Now,  as 
this  is  prima  facie  a  restriction  which  is  not  limited  as  to 
time,  what  is  there  in  the  terms  of  the  condition  to  con- 
fine it  to  the  period  of  the  testator's  lifetime  ?  The  only 
terms  which  can  allow  any  other  construction  to  be  put 
upon  it,  are  the  words  "  without  the  consent  in  writing  of 
the  said  E.  Watson;"  and  I  do  not  think  that  these  words 
shorten  the  period.  The  defendant  would  be  bound  to  get 
Watson's  consent  if  he  practised.  If  he  practised  without 
his  consent,  and  without  paying  the  10002.,  he  would  be 

(a)  6  M.  &  Sel.  9.        {h)  6  Ad.  k  E.  438.        (c)  11  M.  ib  W.  653. 
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1848.        liable  to  the  penalty  of  the  boncL    I  think,  therefore,  that, 
Habunos     by  putting  the  ordinary  construction  on  the  words  of  this 
WmrLBT.      condition,  the  defendant  has  failed  to  shew  he  has  per- 
formed it  so  as  to  relieve  himself  from  the  penalty  of  the 
bond. 

Albersok,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Mr.  Hill,  by 
the  construction  he  wishes  that  we  should  put  upon  the 
condition  of  the  bond,  gives  no  effect  to  the  words  "at  any 
time." 

RoLFE,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  There  is  no  in- 
consistency in  saying,  that  there  might  have  been  no  period 
during  Watson's  lifetime  during  which  the  defendant  could 
have  obtained  his  consent,  for,  as  my  Brother  Alderson 
observed,  he  might  have  become  insane. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 


Jnii/ 11.  Richards  v.  Lord  Suffield. 

The  26th  sec-  AsStJMPSIT  in  5001  for  the  work  and  labour,  care, 

6  &  7  Viot.  c.  diligence,  joumies,  and  attendances  of  the  plaintiff,  by 

hL'l^^u^;.  ^™  done,  performed,  and  bestowed,  as  the  attorney  and 

tificated  attor-  solicitor  of  and  for  the  defendant,  at  his  request;  and  for 

neyfrom  Biiiiiff  ,      •/«» 

for  fees,  re-  fces  duc  and  of  right  payable  to  the  plaintiff  in  respect 

Wi^entBfor  thereof;  and  for  materials  and  necessary  things  by  the 

■°y  J^"*®^  plaintiff  provided  in  and  about  the  said  work,  &c. ;  and  in 

thin^  done  by  5002.  for  Other  work  and  labour  done  by  the  plaintiff  for 

attorney  or  the  defendant  at  his  request;  and  in  5002L  for  money  paid. 

■ome B^tor  ^^^^  ^  ^  *^^  ^*'  sccond,  and  third  counts,  that  the 

P^o^^^K  '^  plaintiff,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  first,  second,  and 

Courts  men- 
tioned in  the  act,  and  not  for  business  done  which  had  no  reference  to  such  suits  or  pro- 
ceedings. 
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third  counts,  claims  and  seeks  to  recover  against  the  defend-  1848. 
ant  in  this  action  certain  fees,  rewards,  and  disbursements, 
for  and  in  respect  of  certain  business,  matters,  and  things 
theretofore  done  by  the  plaintiff  as  an  attorney  and  solicitor, 
for  him,  the  defendant;  and  that,  at  the  time  the  said  bu- 
siness, matters,  and  things  were  done  by  the  plaintiff  as 
aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  &c^  he,  the  plaintiff,  as  such  attorney 
and  solicitor  as  aforesaid,  did  then  carry  on  certain  pro- 
ceedings, to  wit,  conduct  and  manage  a  certain  cause  in 
which  J.  Gr.  was  plaintiff,  and  the  now  defendant  defend- 
ant, in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  at  Westminster,  without 
having  previously  obtained  or  then  having  a  stamped  cer- 
tificate then  in  force,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute 
in  such  case  made  and  provided;  and  that  the  said  busi- 
ness, matters,  and  things,  for  the  recovery  of  the  fees,  re- 
wards, and  disbursements  in  respect  of  which  this  action 
is  brought,  and  each  and  every  of  them,  were  and  was  done 
by  the  plaintiff  as  such  attorney  and  solicitor  as  aforesaid, 
whilst  he  was  without  such  certificate  as  last  aforesaid. 
Verification. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes  (amongst  others), 
that  it  does  not  appear  by  the  plea  that  the  business,  &c., 
done  by  the  plaintiff  as  an  attorney  and  solicitor,  in  respect 
of  which  the  fees  in  the  first,  second,  and  third  counts  are 
alleged  to  be  claimed,  were  done  by  the  plaintiff  in  suing, 
prosecuting,  defending,  or  carrying  on  any  action  or  suit, 
or  any  proceeding  in  any  of  the  courts  mentioned  in  the 
statute:  nor  does  it  appear  at  what  time  of  the  year  the 
work  was  done,  which  might  have  been  between  the 
15th  of  November  and  the  16th  of  December;  in  which 
case  the  plaintiff  might  have  obtained  a  certificate  after 
the  business  was  done,  and  before  the  16th  of  December. 

The  case  was  argued  in  Easter  Term  last,  (May  1st),  by 

S.  TemjUey  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  plea,  which 

VOL.  II.  S  S  EXCH, 
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SuFnsLD. 
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1848.  purports  to  be  framed  under  the  26th  section  of  6  &  7  Vict 
RicHABSB  c-  73,  is  bad,  chiefly  on  the  ground  that  it  does  not  state 
that  the  business  for  which  the  plaintiff  now  seeks  to  re- 
cover remuneration  related  to  any  action  or  suit,  or  other 
proceeding,  in  any  court  mentioned  in  the  act  The  26th 
section  enacts,  *'  that  no  person,  who  as  an  attorney  or  soli- 
citor shall  sue,  prosecute,  defend,  or  carry  on  any  action 
or  suit,  or  any  proceedings,  in  any  of  the  courts  aforesaid, 
without  having  previously  obtained  a  stamped  certificate, 
which  shall  be  then  in  force,  shall  be  capable  of  maintain- 
ing any  action  or  suit  at  law  or  in  equity,  for  the  reco- 
very of  any  fee,  reward,  or  disbursement  for  or  in  respect 
of  any  business,  matter,  or  thing  done  by  him  as  an 
attorney  or  solicitor  as  aforesaid,  whilst  he  shall  have 
been  without  such  certificate  as  last  aforesaid."  As  this 
section  is  highly  penal,  it  ought  to  be  strictly  con- 
strued. [He  was  then  stopped  by  the  Court,  who  called 
upon]— 

Hurlstoney  in  support  of  the  plea. — The  plea  is  sufficient ; 
it  follows  the  precise  terms  of  the  section. — [Plait,  B. — ^Do 
not  the  words  "  as  an  attorney  or  solicitor  as  aforesaid,'" 
in  that  section,  refer  to  the  work  done  by  them  in  actions, 
&c?]  The  defendant  contends,  that  an  attorney  who  is 
imcertificated  is  disqualified  from  suing  for  fees,  for  any 
work,  &a,  which  he  may  have  done,  whether  such  work, 
&C.,  was  done  in  one  of  the  courts  mentioned  in  the  act 
or  not  By  the  stat  25  Geo.  3,  c.  80,  attomies  and  solici- 
tors were  required  to  take  out  certificates  annually,  fmd, 
in  case  they  acted  without  one,  they  were  subjected,  by  the 
7th  section  of  that  act,  to  a  penalty  of  50{. ;  and  the  latter 
part  of  that  section  also  enacts,  that  they  shall  be,  and 
are  hereby  "  made  incapable  to  maintain  or  prosecute  any 
action  or  suit  in  any  court  of  law  or  equity,  for  the  re- 
covery of  any  fee,  reward,  or  disbursements  on  account  of 
prosecuting,  carrying  on,  or  defending  any  such  action. 
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suit,  OP  proceeding/'  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  Ian-  ^  ^^- . 
guage  in  that  section,  and  in  the  SQth  section  of  the  Riohabds 
37  Geo.  3,  c.  90,  is  identical,  but  the  Legislature,  though  Sutfield. 
treating  of  the  same  subject,  in  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73,  s.  26, 
uses  language  wholly  different.  By  the  31st  section  of 
the  37  Geo.  3,  c.  90,  if  an  attorney  had  not  taken  out 
his  certificate  for  a  year,  his  admission  was  void,  and  he 
was  off  the  roll:  Wilton  v.  Chambers  (a)-,  but  this  is  now 
repealed  by  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73,  s.  1.  It  is,  therefore,  sub- 
mitted, that  the  Legislature,  by  having  removed  certain 
penalties  to  which  attomies  and  solicitors  were  liable,  and 
by  using  different  language  in  the  26th  section  of  the  6  & 
7  Vict.  c.  73,  intended  that  the  penalty,  that  an  uncertifi- 
cated attorney  or  solicitor  should  not  be  able  to  recover 
for  any  business  done  in  that  capacity,  should  be  sub- 
stituted for  the  penalty  of  being  off  the  roll.  The  language 
of  the  35th  and  36th  sections  of  the  present  act  is  more 
restricted  than  that  of  the  26th  section.  If,  therefore,  it 
bad  been  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  to  have  confined 
the  penalty  imposed  by  the  26th  section  to  the  business 
done  in  the  courts  mentioned  in  the  act,  the  same  language 
would  have  been  used  as  was  adopted  in  the  older  acts, 
and  in  the  other  sections  of  the  present  act  As  to  the 
construction  of  a  statute,  the  words  of  Coleridge,  J.,  in 
Rex  V.  St  Pancra8(b),  appear  very  appropriate  to  the  pre- 
sent matter: — "It  is,  in  my  opinion,  so  important  for  the 
Court,  in  construing  modem  statutes,  to  act  upon  the  prin- 
ciple of  giving  full  effect  to  their  language,  and  of  declin- 
ing to  mould  that  language,  in  order  either  to  meet  an 
alleged  convenience,  or  an  alleged  equity,  upon  doubtful 
evidence  of  intention,  that  nothing  will  induce  me  to  with- 
draw a  case  from  the  operation  of  a  section  which  is  with- 
in its  words,  but  clear  and  unambiguous  evidence  that  so 
to  do  is  to  fulfil  the  general  intent  of  the  statute;  and  also, 

(a)  7  Ad.  &  E.  624.  (h)  6  Ad.  &  £.  7. 

ss  2 
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1848.  to  adhere  to  the  literal  interpretation,  is  to  decide  incon- 
fiioHABDB  sistently  with  other  and  overruling  provisions  of  the  same 
SunnLD  statute."  [He  also  argued,  in  answer  to  the  other  objec- 
tion, that,  if  the  business  was,  in  fact,  done  between  the 
15th  of  November  and  the  16th  of  December,  the  plaintiff 
should  have  replied  that  matter;  and  cited  Jones  v. 
Axen  (a),  Washboum  v.  Burrows  (6),  ThibauU  v,  Gibson  (c).] 

8.  Temple,  in  reply. — The  plea  is  insufficient,  for  the 

26th  section  of  the  statute  does  not  bear  the  construction 

for  which  the  defendant  contends.     The  plea  is  bad,  for 

not  shewing  that  the  plaintiff  was  an  attorney  within  the 

statute.     A  person  may  do  work  as  attorney  without  acting 

as  an  attorney-at-law,  as,  for  instance,  in  Parliament  in 

passing  a  bill,  or  at  an  election.    But  the  plea  does  not 

state  that  the  business  was  done  by  the  plaintiff  in  the 

capacity  which  is  pointed  out  by  the  2nd  and  3rd  sections; 

and  the  words  "  an  attorney  or  solicitor  as  aforesaidy" 

mean  an  attorney  or  solicitor  within  the  meaning  of  the 

preceding  clauses  of  the  act. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — (After  stating  the  pleadings,  and  the  demur- 
rer, his  Lordship  proceeded) — The  principal  objection  to 
this  plea,  on  the  argument  of  the  demurrer,  was,  that  it  does 
not  appear  by  it  that  the  action  was  brought  for  "fees,  re- 
wards and  disbursements,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  26th 
sect,  of  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73,  the  plaintiff's  counsel  contend- 
ing that  this  section  disables  an  attorney,  who  is  uncertifi- 
cated, only  from  suing  for  fees,  rewards,  or  disbursements 
for  any  business,  matter,  or  thing  done  by  him  as  an  at^ 
tomey  or  solicitor,  in  some  suit  or  proceeding  in  one  of 
the  courts  mentioned  in  the  act,  and  not  for  business  done 

(a)  1  Ld.  Baym.  119.        (h)  1  Ezch.  107.        (c)  12  M.  <fe  W.  88. 
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which  had  no  reference  to  such  suits  or  proceedings;  and        1848. 
we  are  of  that  opinion.  Riohabdb 

The  26th  section  provides,  "  that  no  person,  who  as  an  sumEUi. 
attorney  or  solicitor  shall  sue,  prosecute,  defend,  or  carry 
on  any  action  or  suit,  or  any  proceedings,  in  any  of  the 
courts  aforesaid,  without  having  previously  obtained  a 
stamped  certificate,  which  shall  be  then  in  force,  shall 
be  capable  of  maintaining  any  action  or  suit  at  law  or  in 
equity  for  the  recovery  of  any  fee,  reward,  or  disburse- 
ment, for  or  in  respect  of  any  business,  matter,  or  thing 
done  by  him  ds  an  attorney  or  solicitor  cw  aforesaid,  whilst 
he  shall  have  been  without  such  certificate  as  last  aforesaid/' 

The  question  is,  what  meaning  we  are  to  attribute  to 
the  words  of  reference  in  the  expression,  '^  as  an  attorney 
or  solicitor  ew aforesaid**  We  think  they  must  necessarily 
refer  either  to  an  attorney  or  solicitor  acting  as  described 
in  the  commencement  of  that  section,  or  to  the  previous 
description  of  an  attorney  and  solicitor  in  the  2nd  section; 
and  in  the  former  case  the  disability  will  be  confined  to 
suits  for  fees,  &c.  due  for  business  done  as  an  attorney,  in 
suing,  prosecuting,  defending,  or  carrying  on  any  action  or 
suit,  or  any  proceedings  in  any  of  the  courts  aforesaid;  in 
the  latter,  for  fees  due  to  an  attorney,  &c.,  acting  as  such,  • 
in  siiing  out  any  writ  or  process,  or  commencing,  carry- 
ing on,  soliciting  or  defending  any  action,  suit,  or  other 
proceeding  in  the  name  of  any  other  person,  or  in  his  own 
name,  in  any  of  the  courts  mentioned  in  the  2nd  section, 
including  proceedings  before  one  or  more  justices ;  so  that 
it  really  makes  no  difference  whether  the  words  "  as  afore- 
said" relate  either  to  the  beginning  of  the  26th  section  or 
to  the  2nd.  To  one  or  the  other  they  certainly  do  refer; 
and,  in  either,  the  disability  to  sue  is  confined  to  fees,  &c. 
connected  with  a  suit. 

It  was,  however,  argued  by  Mr.  Hurlstone,  that  the  differ- 
ence of  the  language  of  the  Legislature,  in  the  35th  and 
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1848.        36th  sections,  from  that  in  the  26th,  indicated  a  different 

TUnnAKiM     intention  in  the  Legislature. 

Hn^^^  The  35th  section  provides,  that,  if  any  person  not  ad- 

mitted and  enrolled  sues  out  any  writ  or  process,  or  de- 
fends an  action,  he  shall  be  incapable  of  maintaining  an 
action  for  any  fee,  &a,  on  account  of  prosecuting,  carrying 
on,  or  defending  any  such  action,  suit,  or  proceedings  or 
otherwise  in  relation  thereto;  and  a  similar  provision  is 
made  if  any  person  shall  commence,  or  carry  on,  or  defend 
an  action  in  the  county  court  The  language  being  more 
general  in  the  26th  section,  it  was  contended,  that  the 
restriction  in  that  section  was  meant  to  be  more  ex- 
tensive. 

It  appears  to  us,  that  the  words  of  reference,  '^  as  an  at- 
torney or  solicitor  as  aforesaid,"  confine  the  disability  to 
the  same  class  of  fees,  rewards  and  disbursements  as  those 
pointed  out  expressly  in  the  35th  and  36th  sections.  This 
being  so,  the  plea  is,  in  our  opinion,  defective,  in  not  aver- 
ring that  the  fees,  &c.,  were  due  to  the  plaintiff,  as  an  at- 
torney, in  prosecuting  or  defending  a  suit  or  proceeding  in 
a  court;  they  are  not  even  stated  to  be  due  to  him  as  an 
aUor7iey--at4aw,  and  they  might  be  payable  to  him  as  an 
attorney  acting  before  arbitrators,  or  a  compensation  jury, 
or  transacting  business  under  a  power  of  attorney  for  the 
defendant 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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lo4o« 

MiDDLEDITCH  V.  ElLIS.  •^tt/y  13. 

JLIEBT  for  money  lent,  and  on  an  account  stated. — ^The  Where  a  nsm 
defendant  pleaded,  first,  never  indebted;   secondly,  tliat  ^^jcral^nby'a 
the  defendant  delivered  a  bond,  conditioned  for  the  pay-  ^f^  "^?  • 
ment  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  of  the  sum  of  3502.,  struck  for  the 
which  the  plaintiff  then  accepted  in  satisfaction  and  dis-  aaceruiiung 
charge  of  the  debt  in  the  declaration  mentioned;  and,  ^^^^ 
thirdly,  usury.     The  plaintiff  replied  by  taking  issue  on  ^®'®?S'  *"** 
the  first  plea,  traversing  the  second,  and  replying  de  in-  admits  the 
juria  to  the  last  plea;  and,  upon  these  replications,  issues  the  aooount, 
wei*  joined.  t^li^ 

At  the  trial,  before  Piatt,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sessions,  Debt  on  rimpk 

contract^  on  an 

in  Michaelmas  Term,  1847,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  account  stated^ 
in  1843,  lent  the  defendant  the  sum  of  3502L,  which  was  but  Uie  action 
secured  by  an  assignment,  by  way  of  mortgage,  of  leasehold  F^^  ^     ^ 
property,  with  a  power  of  sale,  and  collaterally,  by  the  de-  8p«»»ity. 
fendant's  bond  given  to  the  plaintiff.     In  1847,  the  pro- 
perty was  sold  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  account  of  the  sale, 
which  the  defendant  admitted  to  be  correct,  shewed  a  de- 
ficiency of  128Z.  128.  lOd,  and  that  the  defendant  promised 
to  pay  the  balance ;  and  the  present  action  was  brought 
to  recover  that  sum.    It  was  contended,  by  the  defend- 
ant's counsel,  that  the  present  action  of  debt  on  simple 
contract  would  not  lie,  upon  the  authority  of  1  Roll.  Abr. 
"Action  sur  Case,"  p.  9,  pL  11,  and  Fetch  v.  Lyon  (a). 
Under  the  direction  of  the  learned  judge,  the  plaintiff 
had  a  verdict,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  defendant  to 
move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

Pashlet/,  in  Michaelmas  Term  last,  moved  accordingly. — 
The  defendant  is  entitled  to  have  a  nonsuit  entered.  The 
defendant's  promise  was  merely  an  admission  of  something 
being  due  on  the  specialty,  which  does  not  change  the  na- 
ture  of  the  debt  so  as  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  maintain 

(a)  9  Q.  B.  147. 
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1848.  this  action  upon  the  account  stated.  In  Drue  ▼.  Thome{<i)y 
MiDDLKDiTCH   Matfiard  said,  arguendo,  "  The  accompt  doth  not  alter  the 

gj^^  nature  of  the  debt,  but  only  reduceth  it  to  a  certainty ;" 
and  the  reporter  adds,  that  ^^  Roll,  agreed  in  all  things 
with  MainarcL"  [Parke,  B. — In  Foster  v.  AUanson  (b),  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  had  been  partners,  and  an  action 
on  an  account  stated  was  supported,  although  the  partner- 
ship deed  contained  a  covenant  for  adjusting  the  accounts; 
but  there,  some  items,  not  connected  with  the  partnership, 
were  included  in  the  same  account  for  which  the  action  was 
brought ;  and  that  circumstance  is  adverted  to  by  BuUer^ 
J.,  in  his  judgment,  and  seems  to  have  been  the  precise 
ground  on  which  Lord  EUenhorough  distinguishes  the  case 
of  Foster  v.  AUanson  from  that  of  Schack  v.  Anthony  (c).^ 

A  rule  nisi  being  granted, 

LTish  shewed  cause  in  Trinity  Term  last  (May  30). — 
The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  in  the  present  form 
of  action,  notwithstanding  the  deed.  The  case  of  Petch  v. 
Lyon  (d)y  upon  which  the  defendant  relied  at  the  trial, 
does  not  support  the  proposition  for  which  he  will  contend. 
That  case  stands  on  the  facts  which  were  there  proved, 
and  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held,  that  there  was  no 
evidence  to  support  a  debt  due  by  the  defendant  on  an 
account  stated.  Foster  v.  AUanson (b)  is  a  very  similar 
case  to  the  present.  There  the  parties  entered  into  arti- 
cles of  copartnership.  At  the  end  of  the  partnership  the 
parties  settled  an  account,  and  the  Court  there  held,  that 
an  action  on  the  account  stated  was  proper.  The  plea  is, 
that  the  defendant  never  was  indebted  on  an  account 
stated.  There  was  an  account  stated,  and  the  defendant 
admitted  its  correctness,  and  promised  to  pay  it 

The  Court  called  on 

(a)  Aleyn,  73.  (e)  1  M.  A  Sd.  673. 

(4)  2  T.  R,  479.  (d)  9  Q.  B.  149, 
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Pashiey,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  action  should  have  1848. 
been  brought  on  the  deed.  The  debt  is  merged  in  the  Middliditgr 
higher  security.  There  is  no  new  element  created  by  the  y^^;,^ 
mere  statement  of  the  account:  that  transaction  does  not 
iJter  the  nature  of  the  debt  Lord  EUenborovgh,  in  Schack 
V.  Anthony  (a),  remarks,  that,  in  the  case  of  Foster  y.  Al- 
lanson,  "  there  were  several  things,  unconnected  with  the 
deed,  which  were  included  in  the  action."  In  the  pre- 
sent case,  any  interest  might  have  been  recovered  by  an 
action  on  the  specialty.  In  Schack  v.  Anthony,  Lord  EUen- 
borough  says,  that  "  if  a  bond  were  given  to  a  trustee,  it 
could  hardly  be  contended  that  an  action  of  assumpsit 
might  be  maintained  by  the  cestui  que  trust  for  the  reco- 
very of  the  money  secured  by  the  bond.''  The  law  is  cor- 
rectly stated  in  Drue  v.  Thome  (6),  that  "  the  accompt 
doth  not  alter  the  nature  of  the  debt,  but  only  reduceth 
it  to  certainty."  The  same  rule  is  to  be  found  in  Roll. 
Abr.  "Action  sur  Case,"  p.  9,  pi.  11.  In  support  of  this 
rule  the  following  cases  may  be  cited:  Jones  y. Ryder  (c), 
Lubbock  V.  Tribe  (d),  Davis  v.  Gyde  (e),  Kearslake  v.  Mor- 
gan (/),  Edwards  v.  Bates  {g)\  and  if  the  action  had  been 
brought  upon  the  specialty,  the  defendant  could  not  have 
used  the  statement  of  account  as  a  defence  to  the  action : 
Com.  Dig.  "  Pleader,"  (2  W.  46). 

Lush  was  then  heard  against  the  rule. — ^The  defendant 
does  not  deny  that  an  account  was  stated.  The  same  ob- 
jection as  the  present  was  raised  in  Moravia  v.  Levy  (A), 
in  which  case  there  was  a  covenant  between  the  parties ; 
but  BvUeVy  J.  said,  "  It  does  not  signify,  in  this  case,  how 
the  debt  arose.  Here  is  an  express  promise  to  pay  the 
balance  which  had  been  struck,  and  that  is  the  ground  of 

(a)  1  M.  &  Sel.  676.  (e)  2  Ad.  &  E.  623. 

(4)  Aleyn,  73.  (/)  6  T.  R.  613. 

(c)  4  M.  <k  W.  32.  (5^)  7  M.  &  G.  590. 

(eO  3  M.  &  W.  607.  (h)  2  T.  R.  483,  n. 
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1848.        the  action^  otherwise  the  objection  would  have  been  good'' 
MmDLiDiiGB    ^  here  also  there  is  a  promise  to  pay  the  balance.     [He 
^^'j^        also  referred  to  Baber  v.  Harris  (a).] 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

RoLFE,  B. — ^This  case  was  tried  before  my  Brother  Platte 
last  Michaelmas  Term,  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plain 
tiff,  subject  to  leave  reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to 
enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion,  that, 
under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  an  action  of  debt  on 
an  account  stated  would  not  lie. 

A  rule  nisi  for  entering  a  nonsuit  having  been  granted 
pursuant  to  this  leave,  the  same  was  argued  last  term  be- 
fore the  Chief  Baron  and  my  Brothers  Alderson,  Piatt, 
and  myself 

The  plaintiff  was  mortgagee  under  a  mortgage  from  the 
defendant,  with  a  power  of  sale,  and  the  mortgage  deed 
contained  the  ordinary  covenant  by  the  defendant  to  pay 
the  principal  sum  secured,  with  interest.  The  mortgaged 
property  was  afterwards  sold  by  the  plaintiff  under  the 
power,  but  it  did  not  produce  sufficient  to  discharge  the 
debt  due  to  the  plaintiff.  A  meeting  afterwards  took 
place  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  when  an  ac- 
count was  stated  between  them,  charging  the  defendant 
with  the  full  amount  of  principal  and  interest,  and  giving 
him  credit  for  the  net  proceeds  of  the  sale.  It  may  be 
taken  that  the  defendant  admitted  the  balance  of  this  ac- 
count to  be  correctly  ascertained,  and  that  he  promised  to 
pay  it.  The  verdict  was  for  that  balance ;  and  the  only 
question  is,  whether,  on  this  state  of  facts,  an  action  of 
debt  on  an  account  stated  can  be  maintained ;  and  we 
think  it  cannot. 

The  general  principle  is  clear,   that  where  a  debt  is 

(a)  9  A.  &  E.  532. 
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secured  by  a  bond,  covenant,  or  other  specialty,  there  the  1848. 
obligation  by  simple  contract  is  gone.  The  lesser  security  Miiidlbu9€b 
is  merged  in  the  greater.  But  the  plaintiff  contended  TtHjM, 
that  that  doctrine  does  not  apply  in  the  present  case,  for, 
though  the  original  debt  was  secured  by  a  covenant,  yet, 
that,  here  there  was  a  subsequent  statement  of  accounts, 
so  that  the  defendant  on  that  occasion  made  himself  liable 
by  a  new  contract  to  pay  the  balance  remaining  due;  and, 
in  support  of  this  proposition,  he  relied  on  the  case  of 
Foster  v.  AUanson(a).  In  that  case  the  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant had  entered  into  articles  of  partnership,  under 
seal,  for  seven  years,  and  they  covenanted  with  each  other 
to  adjust  and  make  a  final  settlement  at  the  end  of  the 
partnership,  and  then  to  divide  the  stock  and  profits 
equally  between  them.  Before  the  expiration  of  the  seven 
years,  they  agreed  to  dissolve  the  partnership,  and  they 
came  to  a  settlement  of  accounts,  in  which  were  included 
several  items  not  relating  to  the  partnership.  A  balance 
was  foimd  to  be  due,  on  this  settlement,  to  the  plaintiff; 
and  it  was  held,  that,  notwithstanding  the  specialty,  the 
plaintiff  might  recover  that  balance  in  an  action  of  as^ 
sumpsit  on  an  account  stated;  but  the  judgment  ofAdiv/rsty 
J.,  goes  expressly  on  the  ground  that  this  was  a  new  trans- 
action, and  that  the  account  was  stated  of  other  matters  be- 
sides the  items  due  under  the  deed;  and,  thongh  BvUer,  J., 
says,  that,  even  if  no  other  articles  had  been  introduced, 
he  should  have  been  of  opinion  that  assumpsit  would  lie, 
yet  that  opinion  was  founded  on  the  circumstance,  that 
the  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  and  subsequent  settle- 
ment of  account,  constituted,  in  point  of  law,  a  good  con- 
sideration for  a  new  promise. 

Now,  in  the  present  case,  none  of  the  circumstances 
relied  on  in  Foster  v.  AUanson  are  to  be  found.  The 
defendant  is  charged  with  nothing  but  the   money  se- 

(a)  2  T.  R.  479. 
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1848.        cured  by  the  deed;  there  is  no  consideration  for  the  sng- 
MiDDLEDiTGH   g^sted  ncw  liability,  except  the  ascertaining  how  much 

ley^;^^,  remains  due  on  the  deed.  It  is  a  perversion  of  language 
to  speak  of  this  as  an  account  stated :  it  is  merely  a  process 
adopted  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  how  much  of  the 
original  debt  has  been  discharged;  and  all  which  is  reaUy 
done  is  to  make  out  to  what  extent  the  defendant  remains 
liable  upon  the  deed  This  does  not  entitle  the  plaintiff  to 
proceed  as  on  a  new  liability  arising  from  an  account 
stated;  and  so  the  rule  for  a  nonsuit  must  be  made  ab- 
solute. 

Rule  absolute. 


June  23.  KlNO  V,  CoLE. 


of  Ai 


In  an  action  of  jCXSSUMPSIT  on  a  guarantie. — The  declaration  stated, 
guanmtie,  the    that  One  Joseph  Wilkiusou  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff 

S^rf  »rj?:  ii»  a  certaii^  «««» >  ^^  thereupon,  in  consideration  that 

mentinUiede-  ^^  plaintiff  would  agree  to  accept  payment  by  instal- 

hehad executed  ments,  of  the  said  debt  from  the  defendant,  and  would  ex- 

ture,  gave  in  ocute  an  indenture,  purporting  to  be  made  by  and  between 

f^ofSTdocu-  ^^'^  (describing  it,)  and  thereby  release  unto  the  said 

ment,  signed  J.  Wilkinson  the  said  debt,  the  defendant  promised  to 

dant:  "In  eon-  pay  the  debt  by  instalments.    Averment,  that  the  plaintiff 

yourUvhig  ^^  agree  to  accept  payment  of  the  debt  by  instalments, 

by  indenture     ^^^  ^^^  execute  the  said  indenture,  and  did  thereby  re- 
agreed  to  ao-  ... 
cept  payment    lease  the  said  J.  Wilkinson.     Breach,  nonpayment  of  the 

of  the  debt  .  . 

owing  to  you     instalments. 

Se^o^w^         ^^®  defendant  pleaded  non  assumpsit,  and  a  traverse 

instalments:      ^hat  the  plaintiff  executed  the  said  indenture  modo  et 

that  IB  to  say,  , 

io«.  inthe        forma;  upon  which  pleas  issue  was  joined.     At  the  trial 

pound,  on  the 

18th  day  of  August  next,  &c.,  I  promise  to  guarantee  the  payment  of  the  instahnents."  There 
was  eyidenoe,  that,  when  A.  B.'s  creditors  received  the  guarantie,  they  signed  the  deed 
at  the  same  time : — HeJd^  that,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  true  construction 
of  the  guanmtie  was,  "  that,  if  at  some  future  time  the  plaintiff  shall  have  released  the  debt, 
the  defendant  will  guarantee  the  same  to  him ;"  and,  therefore,  that  it  did  not  prove  the  aver- 
ment in  the  declaration. 
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of  the  cause,  before  Rolfey  B.,  at  the  last  Spring  Assizes  at  ^  IB48. 
Liverpool,  the  present  case  was  immediately  preceded  by 
one  of  HassaU  v.  Cole,  in  which  the  pleadings  were  the 
same.  In  support  of  the  second  issue,  a  deed  was  pro- 
duced, but  was  rejected,  as  being  improperly  stamped; 
and  the  plaintiff  then  produced  the  following  guarantie: — 

"Mr.  John  Hassall — In  consideration  of  your  having,  by 
indenture  bearing  date  the  18th  day  of  February,  1847, 
agreed  to  accept  payment  of  the  debt  owing  to  you  by 
J.  Wilkinson,  of  Birkenhead,  amounting  to  the  sum  of 
650^,  by  the  following  instalments:  that  is  to  say,  the  sum 
of  325i,  part  thereof,  being  at  the  rate  10«.  in  the  pound, 
on  the  18th  day  of  August,  1847,  and  the  sum  of  3251, 
the  residue  of  the  said  debt,  on  the  18th  of  February, 
1848,  and  of  your  having,  by  the  same  indenture,  released 
the  said  J.  Wilkinson  from  such  debt,  I  do  hereby  guaran- 
tee to  you  the  payment  of  such  debt  or  sum  of  6501,  at 
the  times  and  in  manner  aforesaid.  Dated  this  18th  of 
February,  1847. 

"  William  Colb." 

It  was  proved  that  Cole  signed  agreements  in  this  form, 
addressed  to  each  of  Wilkinson's  creditors,  and  delivered 
them  to  his  attorney,  who  carried  them,  with  the  inden- 
ture, to  his  creditors,  each  of  whom,  when  he  executed  the 
deed,  received  his  signed  guarantie  from  the  attorney  at 
the  same  time.  It  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  that  the  guarantie  was  an  admission  by  the  de- 
fendant, that  the  plaintiff  had  released  Wilkinson,  and 
was  original  evidence  of  such  release,  though  the  inden- 
ture was  not  read.  It  was  objected,  for  the  defendant^ 
that  the  guarantie  was  no  admission  of  a  past  release,  but 
rather  of  a  future  one ;  in  which  latter  case  there  was  'a 
variance  between  the  guarantie  and  the  declaration,  which 
was  open  under  non  assumpsit    It  was  also  objected,  that 
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1848.  there  was  a  •variance,  as  the  guarantie  did  not  admit  such 
a  release  as  that  stated  in  the  declaration.  The  learned 
judge  reserved  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a 
nonsuit,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  amend- 
ment ought  not  to  have  been  made,  reserving  power  to 
the  plaintiff  to  amend  the  declaration,  if  the  Court  should 
think  fit. 

The  present  case  of  KxTig  v.  Cole  was  then  called  on ; 
and,  it  being  agreed  that  the  pleadings  and  facts  in  all 
respects  were  the  same  as  those  in  HassaU  v.  Cole^  a  similar 
verdict  was  entered,  with  similar  leave  to  move, — the  same 
evidence  to  be  evidence  in  both  cases. 

Knowles  moved  accordingly,  and  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for 
a  nonsuit,  or  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  there  was 
no  evidence  to  support  the  avermentof  the  release;  but, 
on  the  other  grounds,  the  Court  refused  the  rule. 

Martinand  Tandinson  shewed  cause  (June  22). — ^The  only 
question  is,  whether  there  was  evidence  to  support  the  aver- 
ment in  the  declaration,  that  the  plaintiff  executed  the 
release;  and  it  is  submitted  that  there  wa&  The  cases  of 
SlaUerie  v.  Pooley{a),  and  Howard  v.  8mith(J>)y  are  ex- 
pressly in  point  In  the  former  of  these,  the  rule  was  laid 
down,  that  a  parol  admission  by  a  party  to  a  suit  is  always 
receivable  in  evidence  against  him,  although  it  relate  to 
the  contents  of  a  deed  or  other  written  instrument,  and 
even  though  its  contents  be  directly  in  issue  in  the  cause. 
In  the  latter  case,  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment 
of  the  Court,  concluded  by  saying,  "  We  are  of  opinion 
that  the  statements  made  by  the  plaintiff  himself,  of  the 
terms  upon  which  he  was  actually  holding  the  premises, 
were  admissible  against  him,  notwithstanding  what  had 
passed  respecting  the  written  agreement  under  which  the 

(a)  6  M.  <!?  W.  604.  (h)  3  M.  &  Q.  254. 


TBIHITY  VACATION,   12  VICT.  631 

former  tenant  had  held;  and  that  the  present  case  must      ^1846. 
be  governed  by  the  law,  as  laid  down  in  SlaUerie  Y.Pooley" 
If  the  deed  had  been  destroyed,  this  instrument  would 
have  been  secondary  evidence  for  the  jury;  and,  according 
to  the  preceding  cases,  it  is  original  evidence  of  the  deed« 

Knowles,  contri. — ^The  terms  of  the  guarantie,  "  in  con- 
sideration of  your  having  by  indenture,"  as  taken  with  all 
the  surrounding  circumstances,  will  bear  two  significa- 
tions— either  that  the  plaintiff  would  execute  a  release, 
or  that  he  had  executed  one.  In  the  latter  case,  the  de- 
claration, which  states  an  executory  consideration,  would 
not  be  supported.  If  the  former  construction  be  adopted, 
it  is  no  evidence  to  prove  the  averment  that  the  deed  had 
been  executed.  In  either  view,  the  plaintiff  must  fail.  Then 
the  evidence  is,  that  the  guarantie  was  signed  and  delivered 
by  the  defendant  to  his  attorney,  to  be  handed  over  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  at  that  time  no  deed  had  been  executed. 
[AldersoUf  B. — It  is  to  be  taken  as  an  admission  at  the 
time  it  is  handed  over  to  the  party.  The  party  who  hands 
it  over  is  the  agent  to  make  the  admission.  Bolfe,  R — 
It  would  have  been  no  admission  if  it  had  been  imme- 
diately destroyed,  without  being  handed  over.]  It  cannot 
be  construed  to  be  both  past  and  future,  for  two  different 
purposes.  [Rolfe,  B. — May  it  not  be  taken  as  contempo- 
raneous, and  then  it  could  stand  both  ways  ?] 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Aldbrson,  B. — ^The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether 
there  is  any  evidence  of  the  averment  in  the  declaration, 
that  the  plaintiff,  by  the  indenture,  dated  &a,  released  the 
debt  due  to  him  from  J.  S.  The  admissions  put  in  prove 
that  the  indenture  described  in  the  declaration  was  eze- 
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1848.        cuted;  but  they  go  no  further.    They  do  not  shew  what 
the  operation  of  that  indenture  was. 

The  only  evidence  of  this  suggested  by  the  counsel  for 
the  plaintiff  was  the  guarantie  itself  That  guarantie  was 
as  follows : — 

"  Mr.  John  Hassell — In  consideration  of  your  having, 
by  indenture  bearing  date  the  18th  day  of  February, 

1847,  agreed  to  accept  payment  of  the  debt  owing  to  you 
by  J.  Wilkinson,  of  Birkenhead,  amounting  to  the  sum  of 
6501  by  the  following  instalments:  that  is  to  say,  the 
sum  of  325Z.,  part  thereof,  being  at  the  rate  of  10&  in  the 
pound,  on  the  18th  day  of  August,  1847,  and  the  sum  of 
325Z.,  the  residue  of  the  said  debt,  on  the  18th  of  February, 

1848,  and  of  your  having,  by  the  same  indenture,  released 
the  said  J.  Wilkinson  from  such  debt,  I  do  hereby  guaran- 
tee to  you  the  payment  of  such  debt  or  sum  of  6501  at  the 
times  and  in  manner  aforesaid.     Dated  this  18th  of  Feb- 

ruary^  1847. 

"William  Cole." 

This  guarantie  was  signed  by  the  defendant  at  an  ante- 
cedent period;  but,  being  delivered  to  his  attorney,  to  be 
handed  over  to  the  plaintiff,  we  think  that  it  must  be  con- 
sidered as  an  admission  made  by  the  defendant  on  the 
day  on  which  it  was  so  handed  over,  and  is  the  same  as  if 
it  had  been  written  or  spoken  by  the  defendant  at  that 
time.  And,  if  it  be  so,  it  is  clear  that  an  admission,  either 
verbal  or  in  writing,  by  him  of  the  contents  of  a  deed, 
would  be  sufficient  proof  as  against  him  of  those  con- 
tents. 

What,  then,  is  the  true  construction  of  the  guarantie? 

If,  by  the  words  "  having  released,"  we  are  to  under- 
stand an  admission  by  the  defendant,  that  at  some  ante- 
cedent period  the  plaintiff  had  released,  the  guarantie  will 
shew  the  truth  of  the  averment  But  then  the  declaration 
would  not  be  proved  if  this  were  the  true  construction. 
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On  the  other  hand,  the  Court  may  treat  those  words  as  1848. 
meaning,  that,  if  at  some  future  time  the  plainti£f  shall 
have  released  the  debt,  the  defendant  will  guarantee  the 
same  to  him.  If  this  be  so,  the  declaration,  indeed,  will 
be  supported,  but  the  admission  will  not  prove  the  aver- 
ment, that,  in  fact,  such  a  release  was  executed  by  the 
plaintiff. 

We  think  this  is  the  true  construction  of  this  guarantie, 
under  all  the  circumstances  of  this  case. 

It  would  be  sufficient,  however,  to  say,  that  an  admis- 
sion offered  by  the  plaintiff  in  evidence,  but  capable 
equally  of  either  construction,  would  not  be  sufficient 
proof  of  an  averment  in  a  ctuse  in  which  the  affirmative 
lies  on  the  plaintiff. 

We  think,  therefore,  that  there  must  be  a  new  trial. 


Ybnables,  Administrator  de  bonis  non  with  the  Will  an-     JyHy  lltA. 
nexed  of  John  Hbnbt  Lewis,  deceased,  v.  The  East 
India  Company. 

vy  ASK — ^The  declaration  in  substance  stated,  that  John  A  testator  ap- 
Henry  Lewis  was  proprietor  of  a  certain  share  or  interest,  S^toraTono 
to  wit,  20001,  of  or  in  the  capital  stock  or  funds  of  the  ^**''^^'" 
defendants,  standing  in  his  name  in  the  defendants'  books,  nounoed,  the 
and  which  capital  stock  and  funds  were,  according  to  the  the  wm  wd 
statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  assignable  and  ^^^^JJ^f 
transferable  in  the  books  of  the  defendants,  by  the  defen-  ^nktered:— 

,  .  ire2(2,  that  the 

dants  for  that  purpose  making  and  entering  therein  such  renunciation 
transfer  of  the  said  stock  and  funds  to  any  other  person  ^^»ecutor 
or  persons,  as  the  proprietors  and  lawful  possessors  thereof  Jl!!i^^*  '^ 
for  the  time  being  should  authorise  and  require :  that  John  that  it  was  not 
Henry  Lewis,  being  so  lawfully  possessed,  &c.,  to  wit,  on  dte  him  befoi« 

granting  ad- 
ministration  de  bonis  non  to  another  person. 

VOL.  IL  T  T  EXOH. 
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1848.  the  7th  of  July,  a.d.  1843,  made  and  published  his  last  will 
Vevables  ^^^  testament  in  writing  signed  hj  him  and  duly  attested 
and  subscribed,  and  thereby  gare  and  bequeathed  all  his 
said  share  or  interest  in  the  said  capital  stock  and 
funds,  to  his  brother  Edmund  Burke  Lewis  (since  de- 
ceased), and  thereby  directed  the  said  Edmund  Burke  Lewis 
to  take  and  apply  the  dividends,  interest,  and  annual  pro- 
ceeds thereof  for  his  own  use  during  his  natural  life;  and 
from  and  after  the  decease  of  Edmund  Burke  Lewis,  the 
testator  gave  the  interest,  &c.,  to  his  sister,  Caroline  Vena- 
bles  (since  deceased),  for  her  natural  life;  and  ttom  and 
after  her  decease,  the  testator  gave  and  bequeathed  the 
same  absolutely  to  the  plaintiff  to  his  own  use;  and  by  his 
will  the  said  John  Henry  Lewis  then  appointed  the  said 
Edmund  Burke  Lewis  andDayid  Rowley  executors  thereof; 
and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  8th  May,  a.d.  1845,  died: 
after  whose  death,  to  wit,  on  the  25th  of  June,  a  d.  1845, 
Edmund  Burke  Lewis  duly  proved  the  said  last  will  and 
testament  in  the  Prerogative  Court  of  the  Archbishop  of 
Canterbury:  the  said  David  Rowley,  after  the  death  of 
the  said  John  Henry  Lewis,  and  before  the  grant  of  admi- 
nistration to  Caroline  Yenables,  to  wit,  on  the  31st  of  Hay, 
A.D.  1845,  in  due  form  of  law,  in  the  Prerogative  Court  of 
the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  expressly  renounced  all  his 
right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  the  probate  and  execu- 
tion of  the  said  last  will  and  testament  of  the  said  John 
Henry  Lewis,  as  well  as  to  the  letters  of  administration 
with  the  will  annexed  of  all  and  singular  the  goods,  chat- 
tels, and  credits  of  the  said  deceased  John  Henry  Lewis, 
if  by  law  the  said  David  Rowley  should  be  entitled  thereto; 
and  then  wholly  reftised  in  any  way  to  act  in  the  execu- 
tion thereof;  and  thereupon  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 
15th  of  July,  A.  D.  1845,  the  said  Edmund  Burke  Lewis 
requested  the  defendants  to  register,  and  the  defendants 
did  register  in  their  books,  the  will  of  John  Henry  Lewis, 
and  also  the  decease  of  John  Henry  Lewis;  and  thereupon 
Edmund  Burke  Lewis  became  and  was  lawftilly  possessed 
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of  and  entitled  to  the  said  share  or  interest  in  the  capital 
stock  and  funds  of  the  defendants  :  that  Edmund  Burke 
Lewis,  on  the  Ist  of  November,  a-d.  1846,  departed  this  life  baotIkdiaCJo 
intestate,  and  on  the  2nd  of  April,  a.  d.  1846,  administra- 
tion of  all  and  singular  the  goods,  chattels,  and  credits 
which  were  of  the  said  John  Henrj  Lewis  deceased, 
at  the  time  of  his  decease  left  unadministered  by  Ed- 
mund Burke  Lewis  deceased,  executor  as  aforesaid  with 
the  will  of  John  Henry  Lewis  annexed,  in  due  form  of  law 
was  granted  to  Caroline  Yenables:  that  afterwards,  to  wit, 
on  the  19th  of  November,  a.d.  1846,  Caroline  Yenables  de- 
parted this  life;  and  on  the  4th  of  January,  a.i>.  1847,  ad- 
ministration of  all  and  singular  the  goods,  chattels,  and 
credits  which  were  of  John  Henry  Lewis  at  his  decease, 
left  unadministered  by  Edmund  Burke  Lewis  and  Caro- 
line Yenables  respectively,  with  the  will  of  John  Henry 
Lewis  annexed,  was  in  due  form  of  law  granted  to  the 
plaintiff;  whereupon  the  plaintiff  as  such  administrator 
then  became  lawftdly  entitled  to  the  said  share  or  in- 
terest of  and  in  the  capital  stock  and  ftmds  of  the  de- 
fendants, and  to  receive  from  time  to  time  the  interest, 
dividends,  and  annual  proceeds  thereof. — ^The  declaration 
then  alleged,  that  it  thereupon  became  the  duty  of  the 
defendants,  upon  the  reasonable  request  of  the  plaintiff, 
to  register  in  the  books  of  the  defendants  the  letters  of 
administration  with  the  will  of  John  Henry  Lewis  an- 
nexed, and  also  the  deaths  of  Edmund  Burke  Lewis  and 
Caroline  Yenables;  and  it  also  then  became  the  duty  of 
the  defendants  to  enter  in  their  books  such  transfer  of 
the  said  share  and  interest  of  and  in  the  capital  stock 
and  funds  of  defendants  so  standing  in  the  name  of 
John  Henry  Lewis  deceased,  as  the  plaintiff  should  re- 
quire ;  and  it  also  became  the  duty  of  the  defendants 
to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  interest  of  the  said  stock — 
Averment,  that  the  plaintiff  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 
6th  of  January,  1847,  took  the  letters  of  the  last-men- 

T  T  2 
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1848.        tioned  administration  with  the  will  of  John  Henry  Lewis 

Tbvablb     annexed  to  the  office  of  the  defendants,  and  requested 

EastIsdiaGo.  ^^^™  ^  roister  the  same,  and  also  the  deaths  of  Edmund 

Burke  Lewis  and  Caroline  Yenables  respectively;  and  al- 
though the  defendants  did  roister  the  letters  of  adminis- 
tration, and  after  such  registration  the  phdntiiF  requested 
the  defendants  to  make  and  enter  in  the  books  of  the  de- 
fendants a  transfer  of  the  said  shar^  and  interest  of  and 
in  the  said  capital  stock  and  funds  of  the  defendants, 
standing  in  the  name  of  John  Henry  Lewis  deceased  in 
the  defendants'  books,  to  his  own  name,  whereupon  it  then 
became  the  duty  of  the  defendants  so  to  do,  yet  the  de- 
fendants refused  to  make  and  enter  such  transfer.  The 
declaration  then  alleged,  that  three  half-yearly  dividends 
were  due  in  respect  of  the  said  stock,  which  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  defendants  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  as  such 
administrator,  yet  they  whoUy  refused  so  to  do— con- 
cluding with  profert  of  the  letters  of  administration. 

Plea,  that  David  Rowley  survived  Edmund  Burke 
Lewis,  and,  at  the  time  of  the  grant  of  administration 
with  the  will  annexed  to  the  plaintiff,  was  living,  and  that 
the  said  renunciation  of  David  Rowley,  and  his  refusal  to 
act  in  the  execution  of  the  will  of  John  Henry  Lewis,  de- 
ceased, were,  and  each  of  them  was,  during  the  life  of  Ed- 
mund Burke  Lewis,  and  that  David  Rowley  hath  not  at 
any  time  since  the  decease  of  Edmund  Burke  Lewis  re- 
nounced, nor  hath  he  at  any  time  since  the  death  of  Ed- 
mund Burke  Lewis  been  applied  to,  cited,  convened,  or 
requested  to  prove,  refuse,  or  renounce  probate  or  execution 
of  the  said  last  will  and  testament  of  John  Henry  Lewis, 
deceased ;  wherefore  the  defendants  say,  that  the  letters  of 
administration  in  the  declaration  allied  to  have  been 
granted  to  the  plaintiff  were  and  are  void,  and  of  no  effect 
in  law. — ^Verification. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes  (amongst  others), 
that  it  is  alleged  in  the  declaration,  and  confessed  by  the 
plea,  that  David  Rowley  once  duly  and  effectually,  and 
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according  to  law,  renounced  all  his  right,  title,  and  interest 
in  and  to  the  probate  and  execution  of  the  last  will  and 
testament  of  John  Henry  Lewis,  as  well  as  to  the  letters  jj^ysriTOiAOo. 
of  administration  with  the  will  annexed ;  and  the  plea 
shews  no  facts  by  reason  of  which  such  renunciation  has 
become  or  is  ineffectual  or  void;  and  that  the  death  of 
Edmund  Burke  Lewis  did  not  render  it  necessary  for 
David  Rowley  again  to  renounce  such  probate  and  execu- 
tion of  the  will  and  letters  of  administration ;  that,  after 
such  renunciation  by  David  Rowley,  he  could  not  retract 
his  renunciation  and  refusal  until  after  the  death  of  the 
plaintiff,  as  such  administrator,  or  until  the  plaintiff  shall 
have  lawfully  ceased  to  be,  or  become  unable  to  be,  or  to 
act  as  such  administrator.-Joinder  in  demurrer. 

BuU,  in  support  of  the  demurrer  {Warren  with  him  (a)). 
— One  of  two  executors  proves  the  will,  the  other  form- 
ally renounces;  the  executor  who  proved  dies,  and  ad- 
ministration de  bonis  non  with  the  will  annexed  is 
granted  to  the  plaintiff;  and  the  question  is,  whether  such 
administration  is  valid  ?  For  many  years,  the  invariable 
practice  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  has  been  that  adopted 
in  the  present  case.  In  Wank/ord  v.  Wank/ord  (6),  a  doubt 
was  expressed  whether  such  a  grant  of  administration  was 
good.  The  doctrine,  however,  was  fully  discussed  in  the 
recent  case  of  Harrison  v.  Harrison  (c),  which  is  identical 
with  the  present,  and  which  decided,  that,  after  an  absolute 
renunciation  by  one  of  two  executors,  it  is  not  requisite 
that  he  should  renounce  a  second  time,  or  that  he  should 
be  cited  before  granting  administration  to  another.  In 
that  case,  all  the  authorities  are  collected  and  commented 
upon  by  the  learned  judge,  the  earliest  of  which  is  an 
anonymous  one  in  Dyer  (d),  E.  T.,  4  &  5  PhiL  &  Mary. 
"  Browne  moved  this  case  at  the  bar : — A  man  made  two 

(a)  The  case  was  argued  on  the         {b)  1  Salk.  299. 
8th  and  9th  Decemher,  1847,  and         \e)  1  Roh.  Eccl.  Rep.  406. 
19th  January,  1848.  (d)  160  h. 
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1846.        his  executors,  and  died,  and  one  of  them  proved  the  will, 

Ybnables     and  the  other  refused  before  the  Ordinary,  and  he  commit- 

EabtI^iaCo.  ^d  ^^^  administration  only  to  the  other;  and  he  made  his 

executors,  and  died ;  and  the  executors  brought  debt  agwist 
a  debtor  of  the  first  testator :  whether  the  action  lies  or 
not  ?  And  it  seemed  to  Brooke,  Chief  Justice,  that  it  did, 
inasmuch  as,  although  the  refusor  might,  at  his  pleasure, 
have  administered,  notwithstanding  his  refusal  in  the  life- 
time of  his  companion,  who  proved  &a,  yet,  afler  his 
death,  his  election  is  gone,  and  the  Ordinary  may  se- 
quester the  goods  of  the  first  testator,  or  administer,  if 
he  choose ;  for  now,  in  law,  the  first  testator  died  intes- 
tate," &a  At  that  period,  therefore,  the  formal  renun- 
ciation of  one  of  two  executors  seems  to  have  been  con- 
sidered peremptory.  The  reporter,  indeed,  refers  to  the 
Year-book,  21  Ed.  4, 28,  as  tending  to  raise  a  doubt  as  to  the 
correctness  of  the  decision.  The  next  is  Hensloe's  case^  42 
Eliz.  (a) :  ^'Hensloe  brought  an  action  of  debt  against  Gfage 
and  others,  as  executor&  The  defendant  pleaded,  in  abate- 
ment of  the  writ,  that  the  testator  made  one  Hillesley  co- 
executor  with  them,  who  had  administered  &a,  not  named 
in  the  writ  To  which  the  plaintiff  said,  that,  before  any 
administration  &c.,  the  said  Hillesley,  being  cited  with 
the  others  to  prove  the  will  before  the  Ordinary,  refused, 
and  the  defendant  only  proved  the  said  will  &c.;  upon 
which  the  defendants  demurred  in  law;'*  and  it  was  ob- 
jected, that,  after  this  refusal,  Hillesley  could  not  admin- 
ister. "  But  it  was  resolved,  without  open  argument,  that 
the  plaintiff's  replication  to  maintain  his  writ  was  not 
sufficient;  for,  notwithstanding  the  refusal  of  Hillesley  in 
this  case,  he  might  administer  after  at  his  pleasure."  That 
case  is  only  an  authority  to  this  extent — ^that,  though  an 
executor  has  renounced,  he  may  afterwards  prove  the 
will.  The  next  case  is  Pawlet  v.  Freak  (6),  which  occurred 
in  1658:    "  Upon  English  bill,  the  case  was,  that  several 

(a)  9  Rep.  36  b.  {h)  Hard.  111. 


V, 

East  InDiA  Go. 


TRINITY  VACATION,   12  VICT.  639 

executors  were  made,  and  one  proved  the  will,  and  the  rest  1846. 
refused ;  and  he  that  had  proved  the  will  died,  and  another  vekables 
person  took  out  letters  of  administration,  and  preferred 
his  bill  in  this  court;  and  the  Court  held  clearly,  that,  by 
the  proving  of  the  will  by  one,  they  are  all  executors;  and, 
although  he  that  proved  the  will  die,  yet  no  other  person 
can  administer  during  the  lives  of  any  of  the  rest;  and  it 
does  not  appear  that  they  who  refused  are  dead.  Where- 
upon the  bill  was  dismissed."  With  respect  to  that  case. 
Sir  Herbert  Jenner  Fust  observes  (a),  "  that  it  is  evidently 
not  well  reported;'"  and,  ^'  if  it  is  to  be  taken  literally,  it 
certainly  proves  too  much;  for  the  dictum  goes  to  this 
length,  that,  under  no  circumstance  can  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court  grant  an  administration  when  there  is  an  executor 
surviving;  but  it  may  be  doubtful  in  what  sense  the 
reporter  used  the  word  'refused' — whether  there  was 
strictly  a  refusal"  House  v.  Lord  Petre  (b),  which  oc- 
curred in  1700,  can  hardly  be  considered  as  any  autho- 
rity; for  the  case  is  differently  stated  in  the  report  in 
Salkeld,  and  in  the  judgment  of  Holt,  C.  J.,  in  Wankford  v. 
Wtmkford  (c);  and  it  would  seem,  from  a  note  by  the  re- 
porter of  Harrison  v.  Harrison  (ci),  that  neither  is  correct 
With  respect  to  Arnold  v.  Blencowe  (e),  which  was  before 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  1778,  Sir  Herbert  Jermer  Fust 
says  (/),  that,  "  had  that  case  been  decided,  it  might  have 
had  some  bearing  upon  the  present  question;  but  it  was 
ordered  to  stand  over,  for  want  of  parties,  and  there  is  no 
further  report  of  it"  The  same  learned  judge  also  ob- 
serves, that  ''the  ancient  practice  in  the  ecclesiastical 
courts  was,  not  to  allow  an  executor,  against  whom  a  re- 
nunciation was  recorded,  to  retract."  Crestvick  v.  Wood- 
head  (g)  will  be  relied  upon  as  establishing  a  contrary 
doctrine;  but  that  case  was  decided  on  the  authority  of 

(a)  1  Rob.  Bccl.  Rep.  412.  (e)  1  Cox,  C.  C,  426. 

{b)  1  Salk.  311.  (/)  1  Rob.  Eccl.  Rep.  418. 

(c)  Id.  307.  (^)  4  M.  &  G.  811. 
{d)  1  Bob.  Eocl.  Rep.  415. 
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1848.        Wwnkford  y.  Wankftyrd.    In  Williams  on  EzecntOTS  (a),  it 

Venables     is  expressly  laid  down,  that,  where  there  is  a  sole  executor, 

EaotIkdiaCo.  ^^  several,  who  all  renounce,  and  administration  is  granted, 

the  renunciation  can  never  be  retracted;  but  where  there 
are  several  executors,  and  some  renounce  and  others  prove 
the  will,  the  renunciation  is  not  peremptory;  it  may  be 
retracted,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  civilians,  at  any 
time  before  an  actual  grant  of  administration  de  bonis 
non,  but  not  afterwards.  In  Waiikford  v.  Wanlrford  (&), 
the  question  before  the  Court  was,  whether  the  debt  of 
an  obligor  was  released  by  his  being  made  executor  of  the 
obligee,  though  he  died  without  proving  the  will;  and  both 
Oould,  J.,  and  Powys,  J.,  point  out  the  distinction  between 
the  effect  of  a  formal  renunciation  and  a  mere  refusal  to 
prove.  [Alderson,  R — ^The  statute  21  Hen.  8,  c  5,  &  3, 
only  gives  the  ordinary  power  to  grant  administratioa 
when  the  party  dies  intestate,  or  the  executors  refuse  to 
prove  the  wilL  Is,  then,  the  renunciation  of  David  Rowley, 
in  the  lifetime  of  Edmund  Burke  Lewis,  such  a  refusal  as 
would  enable  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  to  grant  administra- 
tion to  the  plaintiff,  after  the  death  of  Edmund  Burke 
Lewis?]  David  Rowley  might  at  that  time  have  come  in, 
and  claimed  probate;  but,  not  having  done  so,  the  letters 
of  administration  granted  to  the  plaintiff  are  valid. 

Peacock  for  the  defendant — ^The  letters  of  adminis- 
tration are  absolutely  void.  It  has  been  the  invaria- 
ble practice  of  conveyancers,  in  cases  like  the  present, 
to  require  a  subsequent  renunciation  by  the  surviving 
executor.  In  Preston  on  Abstracts  (c),  it  is  said,  ''If 
there  be  several  executors,  and  some  renounce,  and  some 
prove,  those  who  have  renounced  must,  in  the  event  of 
their  being  the  survivors,  prove  the  wiU  or  renounce;  and, 
till  they  have  renounced,  letters  of  administration  with 
the  will  annexed  cannot  be  granted  with  effect     The  law 

(a)  Pt.  1,  b.  3,  c.  6,  8.  2.  (b)  1  Salk.  299. 

(r)  Vol.  1,  p.  187,  2nd  edit 
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is  stated  in  similar  terms,  in  Preston's  edition  of  Shep-  1848. 
pard's  Touchstone  (a).  The  only  effect  of  renunciation  VmrABLM 
by  one  executor  in  the  lifetime  of  another  is,  that  it  tends  eabtIhdiaCo. 
to  prove  an  intestacy*  An  executor  may  retract  his  re- 
nunciation at  any  time  before  it  has  been  acted  upon,  and 
if  one  of  two  executors  renotmces,  the  Ordinary  cannot 
grant  administration  imtil  the  other  has  been  cited,  and 
has  refused  to  prove.  The  authority  which  the  Ordinary 
has  to  take  a  renunciation  is  for  the  purpose  of  ascertain- 
ing whether  or  no  there  is  an  intestacy,  and  for  that  pur- 
pose alone  is  the  renunciation  of  any  avail:  Hendoe's 
case  (b).  The  statute  31  Ed.  3,  stat  1,  a  11,  enacts, 
**  that  in  case  where  a  man  dieth  intestate,  the  Ordinaries 
shall  depute  the  next  and  most  lawful  friends  of  the  dead 
person  intestate  to  administer  his  gooda"  In  Fonblanque 
on  Equity (c),  it  is  said,  that,  by  the  term  ''intestate,'' 
must  be  intended,  when  one  dies  without  having  made  a 
will,  or  without  having  named  an  executor,  or,  having 
named  an  executor,  the  person  so  named  refuses  to  act" 
[Alderson^  R — ^The  21  Hen.  8,  c.  5,  s.  3,  has  the  words, 
''  in  case  any  person  die  intestate,  or  that  the  executors 
named  in  any  such  testament  refuse  to  prove  the  said 
testament"]  Hendoe's  case  shews  that  a  person  must 
be  considered  as  having  died  intestate,  if  his  executors  re- 
fuse to  prove  his  will  When  one  of  several  executors  has 
renounced,  it  is  in  the  course  of  being  ascertained  whether 
or  no  there  is  an  intestacy ;  then,  if  another  executor  proves, 
that  probate  operates  to  give  title  to  every  person  named 
in  the  will  as  executor.  An  executor  who  has  renounced 
may  release  a  debt:  Hendoe's  case;  he  must  join  in  an 
action,  subject  to  a  plea  in  abatement;  and  it  is  sufficient 
for  executors  to  declare  generally,  without  stating  that 
they  proved  the  will.  The  only  mode  of  preventing  an 
executor  who  has  renounced  from  joining  in  the  action, 
or  releasing  the  debt,  is  by  summons  and  severance:  Bac. 

(a)  Page  462.  (b)  9  Rep.  36  b.  (r)  Vol.  2,  387,  note. 
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184B.  Abr.  tit  "  Executors,"  (D.  3).  Whenever  probate  has  been 
VznuLBi  granted  upon  proof  hj  one  of  several  executors,  the  others 
EiaiirouCa  ^^°  ^  right  to  act,  although  they  may  not  have  retracted 
their  renunciation.  Suppose  an  action,  brought  by  two  exe- 
cutors, one  of  vhom  has  renounced,  and  the  other  proved, 
and  the  latter  dies  after  verdict  and  before  judgment,  could 
it  be  said  that  the  action  abates? — if  not,  the  renunciation 
cannot  be  absolute  Whether,  in  such  case,  it  would  be  ne- 
cessary again  to  prove  the  will,  was  discussed  in  WatJdn» 
V.  BraU(fl) ;  and  it  would  seem  to  be  unnecessary,  for  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court  having  once  decided  that  there  is  awill, 
the  instrument  remains  a  will  until  probate  is  revoked; 
and  by  the  will  the  temporal  Courts  see  that  the  tes- 
tator has  appointed  certun  persons  his  executors.  Upon 
the  death  of  an  executor  who  has  proved,  others  having 
renounced,  the  survivors,  not  the  executor  of  the  deceased, 
represent  the  ori^nal  testator.  The  cases  collected  in 
Harriam  v.  Harrison,  when  examined,  will  be  found  oon- 
sistent  with  the  doctrine  in  Hmidoe's  case,  namely,  that 
the  only  effect  of  a  renunciation  is  to  ascertain  whether 
or  no  there  is  an  intestacy.  Executors,  in  representing 
die  testator,  make  but  one  person :  Bac  Abr.  tit.  "  Ebucu- 
tors  "  (D.  3) ;  therefore,  in  this  case,  there  could  be  no  re- 
fusal, under  the  81  Hen.  8,  c.  fi,  s.  3,  for  there  never  was 
a  time  when  both  executors  refused.  [Alderson,  K— 
If  the  Ecclenastical  Court,  having  jurisdiction  over  the 
subject-matter,  decides  that  the  renunciation  is  peremp- 
tory, what  power  have  we  to  question  their  judgment!] 
It  is  the  province  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  to  decide 
whether  or  no  there  is  an  intestacy,  and,  for  that  purpose, 
to  ascertiun  whether  one  or  both  executors  renounce ;  bat 
it  is  for  this  Court  to  decide  upon  the  effect  of  snch  re- 
nunciation. That  question  would  distinctly  come  be- 
if,  to  an  action  by  both  executors,  it  were 
itement,  that  one  had  renounced.    David 

{«)  1  My.  A  Cr.  97. 


TEINITT  VACATION,   12  VICT.  643 

Bowley  had,  during  the  life  of  his  co-executor,  autho-  1848. 
ritj  to  release  a  debt;  then,  how  could  the  death  of  the  vbkablk 
co-executor  deprive  him  of  that  right?  Or,  suppose  he  bastIkwaCo. 
had  received  a  debt  during  the  life  of  his  co-executor,  in 
what  way  could  he  be  compelled  to  account  after  the  co- 
executor's  death?  The  Ordinary  would  have  no  power  to 
cite  him:  2  Wms.  Executors,  pt  5,  b.  2,  c.  3.  The  ex- 
pression in  the  case  in  Dyer  (a),  "  yet  after  his  death  his 
election  is  gone,"  can  hardly  be  correct,  for  all  his  in- 
termediate acts  are  valid,  though  he  has  renounced  The 
learned  judge,  in  Harrison  v.  Harrison^  does  not  advert  to 
the  distinction  pointed  out  in  Hendoe's  ca8e(b\  between 
a  renunciation  by  one  executor  or  several  There  it  is 
said,  the  executor  who  proves  ought  to  name  those  who 
refuse,  in  every  action  to  recover  the  testator's  debts,  and 
they  may  release  the  whole  debt;  and  it  is  clear  that  they 
who  refuse  shall  have  an  action  by  survivor.  But  it  is 
held,  in  36  Hen.  6,  8,  that^  if  a  man  makes  two  execu- 
tors, and  both  refuse  before  the  Ordinary,  now  they  can 
never  after  administer  as  executors  by  force  of  the  will, 
for  now  the  testator  dies  intestate;  otherwise,  when  one 
proves,  and  the  other  refuses  before  the  Ordinary>  the  other 
may  administer  with  him  when  he  will"  If,  then,  ail 
executors  have  a  right  to  act,  notwithstanding  some  may 
have  renounced,  the  survivors  have  the  same  right  after 
the  death  of  each,  and  the  last  surviving  executor  has  the 
sole  right,  and  ought  therefore  to  be  cited  before  adminis- 
tration is  granted  to  another.  Pavlet  v.  Freak  (c)  is  an 
authority  in  favour  of  the  defendants.  The  Court  there 
say,  '^  And  although  he  that  proved  the  will  die,  yet  no 
other  person  can  administer  during  the  lives  of  any  of  the 
rest,"  thereby  meaning,  imless  the  survivor  is  treated  as 
sole  executor,  and  cited    In  House  v.  Lord  Petre(d)y  it 

(a)160b.  (c)  1  Hard.  111. 

(h)  9  Rep.  36  b.  (d)  1  Salk.  311. 
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^2.^*8-  appears  that  the  aarviTmg  executor  did  renounce  after  the 
VniBus  death  of  the  co-executor,  vho  proved.  Id  Arnold  y.  Blen- 
KuniniuCo.  co^tf^if^)!  there  vere  four  executors.  A.  alone* proved  &c 
wilL  R,  C,  and  B.  renounced  probate.  A.  died,  leaving 
executors,  vho  proved  his  irill ;  and  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  thou^t  that  the  renouncing  of  R  and  C.  and  D.  in 
the  lifetime  of  A.,  was  a  mere  nullity ;  for  they  might, 
-jiotwithstanding  their  having  renounced,  come  in  at  any 
time  and  prove,  and  the  testator  Trould  not  be  unrepre- 
sented until  the  surviving  executor  renounced  after  the 
death  of  his  companions.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the 
present  question  is  one  which  is  proper  for  the  decision 
of  the  temporal  Courts,  where  the  matter  will  be  adju- 
dicated upon  accordii^  to  the  common  law.  In  Itobin- 
ton  V.  Pgtt  (b),  Talbot,  C.  J.,  said,  "  The  defendant's  re- 
nouncing the  executorship  is  not  material,  because  he  is 
still  at  liberty,  whenever  be  pleases,  to  accept  of  the  exe- 
cutorship; otherwise,  if  both  the  executors  bad  renounced, 
and  the  Ordinary  had  thereupon  granted  administrotioii." 
The  preceding  quotation  was  adopted  by  Tindai,  C.  J.,  in 
Crwmdc  v.  Woodhgad  (c).  How  can  the  death  of  the  eo- 
executor  operate  upon  the  renunciation  of  the  other  exe- 
cutor? In  Scott  V.  BnatU(d),  it  was  held,  in  a  sci.  &  by  ex- 
ecutors to  revive  a  judgment  obtained  by  the  testator,  that 
all  who  ore  named  executors  in  the  will  may  join,  though 
one  only  has  proved.  Littledale,  J.,  there  says,  "The 
will  having  gone  into  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  and  having 
been  there  recognised  by  the  granting  of  probate  to  one, 
all  who  are  named  in  it  as  executors  are  recognised  u 
such;"  and  he  cites  Bro.  Abr.  "Executors,"  pL  27.  The 
probate  acts  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  executors.  [He  also 
~^-'   ^-"''  V.  Aldfidi  («),   Stricldand  v.  Striddand  (f), 

a  4S6.  (<0  6  N.  ft  H.  381. 

,  SSI.  {e)  4  H.  ft  8«L  170. 

.814.  (/)  12Siii.  2S3. 
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Bogers  v.  Fra/nk  (a),  Doyle  v.  Blake  (6),  and  Swinbum  on      .^^^ 
Wills,  689.]  Vknablbb 

V. 

EabtImdiaCo. 

BuUf  in  reply. — ^The  question  is  simply,  whether  this 
administration  is  absolutely  void  or  not  It  remains  good, 
in  the  absence  of  any  authority  by  which  it  is  shewn 
to  be  void.  The  Ecclesiastical  Court  has  passed  its  judg- 
ment upon  the  subject-matter,  and  that  judgment  cannot 
be  impeached  upon  any  collateral  point.  The  argument 
of  the  defendant,  in  effect,  amotmts  to  this— that  the 
Spiritual  Court  has  not  had  sufficient  evidence  before  it 
to  warrant  its  judgment  and  the  course  of  proceeding.  It 
might  equally  be  objected  in  this  Court,  that  the  mode  in 
which  the  evidence  was  taken  in  the  Spiritual  Court  was 
improper  and  informal;  and,  therefore,  that  these  letters 
of  administration  are  void  This  is  a  matter  which  has 
been  adjudicated  upon  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction ; 
and  it  is  not  open  to  this  Court  to  enter  again  upon  the 
subject-matter;  for,  as  Lord  Denmariy  C.  J.,  in  his  judgment 
in  Carua  Wilson's  case  (c),  said,  if  that  were  to  be  done, 
*^  we  should  constitute  ourselves  a  court  of  error  from  such 
other  court,  and  should  be  constantly  examining  whether 
the  cbcumstances,  the  existence  of  which  was  proved, 
warranted  the  opinion  which  such  Court  had  formed.'' 
There  has  been  no  authority  adduced  which  establishes 
the  proposition,  that  a  second  renunciation  is  required. 
The  cases  cited  do  not  decide  the  matter,  and  the  grant  in 
the  present  case  is  according  to  the  invariable  practice  of 
the  Ecclesiastical  Court;  and,  to  use  the  words  oiSHi Her- 
bert Jevmer  Fusty  "  such  practice  ought  not  hastily  to  be 
departed  from."  The  defendant's  argument  would  altoge- 
ther dispense  with  the  necessity  of  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court   Suppose,  on  the  death  of  the  executor  who  proved. 


(a)  1  T.  &  J.  409.  (h)  2  Scho.  <b  Lef.  231. 

(e)  7  Q.  B.  1008. 
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1848.  the  executor  who  has  renounced  were  abroad  in  some  di»- 
Tknablbb  tant  country^  if  it  were  necessary  to  cite  him  before  letters 
EASTlKDiACk).  ^^  administration  could  be  granted,  much  inconyenience 
would  arise  with  respect  to  the  disposal  of  the  assets  in 
the  mean  time.  This  grant  of  administration  is  a  judicial 
and  not  a  ministerial  act  The  Ecclesiastical  Court  has 
decided,  that  the  renunciation,  which  is  a  mere  matter  of 
fact,  was  sufficient  to  permit  the  grant  The  letters  of 
administration  are  therefore  not  Toid,  and  the  plea  is 
bad.  [He  also  cited  Ratdinsan  v.  Shaw  (a),  AUen  t.  Dun-- 
das  (6),  Munt  v.  Stokes  (c).  Toller  on  Executors,  119.] 

Cur.  adv.  Tult 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  deliyered  by 

RoLFE,  B. — This  was  an  action  on  the  case,  brought  by 
the  plaintiff,  as  administrator  de  bonis  non  cum  testa- 
mento  annexe  of  John  Henry  Lewis  deceased,  against 
the  East  India  Company,  for  not  permitting  him  to  trans- 
fer certain  stock,  standing  in  their  books  in  the  name  of 
the  deceased,  and  for  not  paying  to  him  the  dividends  due 
in  respect  of  that  stock. 

The  material  facts,  as  they  appear  on  the  pleadings,  are 
as  follows: — John  Henry  Lewis  by  his  will  made  Edmund 
Burke  Lewis  and  David  Rowley  his  executors.  John 
Henry  Lewis  died,  and  Edmund  Burke  Lewis  alone  proved 
the  will;  the  other  executor,  David  Rowley,  in  the  life- 
time of  Edmund  Burke  Lewis,  in  due  form  of  law  in  the 
proper  Ecclesiastical  Court,  expressly  renounced  all  his 
right,  title,  and  interest,  in  and  to  the  probate  of  the  vrill, 
and  refused  in  any  way  to  act  in  the  execution  thereof 
Edmund  Burke  Lewis  the  executor  afterwards  died,  and 
thereupon  letters  of  administration  de  bonis  non  cum  tes- 
tamento  annexe  were  granted  to  Caroline  Venables,  and 

(a)  3  T.  R.  567.  {h)  Id.  125.  (c)  4  Id.  561. 
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afterwards,  on  her  decease,  to  the  present  plaintiff.  David 

Rowley,  though  still  aliye,  was  not  cited  after  the  death 

of  Edmund  Burke  Lewis  to  prove  or  renounce  probate.  j^^ggj^jj^Qo 

The  stock  in  question  stood,  and  still  stands,  in  the  name 

of  the  deceased  John  Henry  Lewis,  in  the  books  of  the 

East  India  Company;  and  they  have  refiised  to  permit 

the  plaintiff  either  to  transfer  it  or  to  receive  the  dividends. 

The  question  is,  whether,  upon  these  facts,  the  plaintiff 
is  the  legal  personal  representative  of  John  Henry  Lewis? 
If  he  is,  then  he  is  certainly  entitled  to  the  stock  and  divi- 
dends standing  in  the  name  of  the  deceased,  and  will  be 
entitled  to  our  judgment  K  he  is  not,  then  the  defend- 
ants are  entitled  to  judgment 

The  question  was  very  fully  and  ably  argued  before 
us,  and  numerous  authorities  were  cited;  but  the  point 
after  all  turns  on  the  construction  to  be  given  to  the 
statute  21  Hen.  8,  a  5,  s.  3.  It  is  there  enacted,  that, 
in  case  any  person  die  intestate,  or  the  executors  named 
in  any  testament  refuse  to  prove  the  same,  then  the  Or- 
dinary shall  grant  administration  to  the  widow  or  next 
of  kin,  or  to  both,  as  he  may  think  fit  The  power  of 
granting  administration,  where  there  is  a  will,  exists 
only  where  the  executors  have  reftised  to  prove;  and  the 
argument  for  the  defendants  was,  that  the  executors  had 
not,  in  the  present  case,  refused  to  prove,  and  so  that  there 
was  no  jurisdiction  in  the  Ordinary  to  grant  administra- 
tion to  the  plaintiff.  In  the  first  place,  though  the  statute 
speaks  of  executors  in  the  plural,  yet  it  certainly  applies 
to  the  case  of  a  single  executor,  as  well  as  to  that  of  many ; 
and,  inasmuch  as  on  the  death  of  Edmund  Burke  Lewis, 
David  Rowley  became  the  sole  executor  named  in  the  will, 
the  only  question  is,  whether  his  refusal,  in  the  lifetime  of 
Edmund  Burke  Lewis,  was  a  refusal  within  the  statute? 
^e  plaintiff  contends  that  it  was,  the  defendants  that 
it  was  not 

If  the  decision  of  the  question  is  to  depend  on  the  doc- 
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1848.  trine  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  there  is  no  doubt  but  that 
VxNABLiB  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  is  complete. 
iiABTiKDuGo.  ^^^  precise  point  was  brought  under  the  consideration 
of  the  Prerogative  Court,  in  the  year  1846,  in  a  case  of 
Harrison  y.  Harrison,  to  be  found  in  the  second  volume 
of  Dr.  Robertson's  Reports,  p.  406.  Sir  Herbert  Jenner 
Fust,  in  an  elaborate  judgment,  there  states  the  practice 
of  the  ecclesiastical  courts  to  have  been  uniformly  in  favour 
of  such  grants  of  administration  as  that  in  the  present 
case.  Those  courts,  according  to  the  opinion  of  that  emi- 
nent judge,  have  always  treated  the  formal  renunciation 
of  an  executor  as  an  act  absolutely  binding  on  him — an 
act  which,  according  to  the  more  ancient  authorities,  he 
never  could  be  permitted  to  retract,  but  which,  in  modem 
times,  he  has  been  allowed,  under  certain  circumstances, 
to  set  aside,  though,  imtil  he  does  so,  it  is  still  absolutely 
binding  and  conclusive. 

After  that  judgment  of  Sir  Herbert  Jenner  Fust,  we 
must  assume  the  doctrine  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  on 
this  matter  to  be  settled.  But,  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants, it  was  argued,  that,  on  this  point,  we  are  to  be  go- 
verned, not  by  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  but  by  the  prin- 
ciples of  the  common  law;  and  that,  according  to  those 
principles,  a  grant  of  administration,  under  circumstances 
like  the  present — ^that  is  to  say,  a  grant  without  a  refusal 
or  citation  after  the  death  of  the  executor  who  has  proved, 
is  simply  void;  that  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  had  no  autho- 
rity to  make  any  such  grant,  and  so  that  no  length  of  prac- 
tice can  give  validity  to  such  a  grant 

It  is  certainly  true,  whatever  may  have  been  the  practiceof 
the  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  that,  if  there  has  not  been  such  a 
refusal  by  Rowley,  the  surviving  executor,  as  was  intended  by 
the  statute,  the  grant  to  the  plaintiff  has  been  made  without 
authority,  and  is,  therefore,  a  mere  nullity;  but  when  it  is 
once  ascertained  that  the  refusal  has  been  made  at  the  time 
and  in  the  manner  which  has  always  been  treated  by  ecde- 
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siastical  courts  as  absolutely  binding  on  the  party  making 

it,  till  he  has  of  his  own  accord  come  forward  to  set  it 

aside,  we  ought  to  be  veiy  sure  that  the  continued  practice  eastIkdiaCo 

of  those  Courts  has  been  founded  in  error,  before  we  decide 

against  the  validity  of  what  has  been  done  in  conformity 

to  it.    Sir  Herbert  Jenner  Fusb  states,  in  his  judgment  in 

Harrison  v.  Ha/rrisony  that  the  grant  in  that  case  (which 

is  precisely  like  the  present)  was  made  in  conformity  with 

the  invariable  practice  of  the  Court;  and  he  goes  on  to 

say,  that  he  has  been  unable  to  discover  that  any  such 

grant  was  ever  called  in  question.    If  the  argument  of  the 

defendants  in  this  case  is  to  prevail,  all  acts  done  on  the 

faith  of  such  grants  are  absolutely  null  and  void    No 

payment  made  to  an  administrator  so  constituted  will  be 

a  dischaige  to  the  party  making  it;  and  no  title  acquired 

under  such  an  administration  can  stand.    On  what,  then, 

is  it  that  the  reasoning,  which  is  to  lead  to  consequences 

so  inconvenient,  rests?    It  is  said,  that  no  administration 

can  be  granted  unless  where  there  has  been  a  renunciation 

by  all  the  executors,  and  that,  in  the  present  case,  there 

has  been  no  such  renunciation;  for  that,  at  the  time  when 

Rowley  renoimced,  his  co-executor  was  alive,  and  so  the 

probate  by  him  enured  to  the  benefit  of  Rowley  as  well  as 

of  himself.    The  meaning  of  the  statute,  it  is  argued,  is, 

that  the  renunciation,  <x,  as  it  is  there  called,  the  refusal, 

must  be  such,  that,  when  made,  there  is  no  one  to  act  as 

executor;  which  is  not  the  case  where  the  renunciation  or 

refusal  is  made  in  the  lifetime  of  another  executor,  who 

both  proves  and  acts.    The  argument  is  unanswerable,  if 

the  statute  really  is  to  be  construed  in  the  mode  contended 

for.    But  what  is  there  to  warrant  such  a  construction? 

The  statute,  in  case  of  a  party  dying  intestate,  gives  power 

to  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  to  grant  administration  only 

where  the  executors  have  refused;  but  as  to  the  time 

when,  and  the  manner  in  which,  the  refusal  is  to  be  made, 

the  statute  is  silent;  and  unless,  therefore,  we  can  discover 

VOL.  II.  U  U  KXCH. 


650  EXOHEQUBR  BBFOBTS. 

1848.        some  common*law  authority  clearly  conflicting  with  that 

Ybnablu     of  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  ve  shall  feel  ourselves  bound 

KabtImihaCo.  ^y  *^®  decision  in  Harrison  v.  Harrison.    Nov,  when  the 

authorities  in  the  temporal  Courts  are  examined,  it  will 
appear  that  there  is  no  decision  which  warrants  the  pro- 
position contended  for  by  the  defendants.  It  is  true  there 
are  some  dicta  giving  countenance  to  the  doctrine  con- 
tended for;  but  even  these  are  of  equivocal  import^  and, 
having  been  unnecessary  for  the  decision  of  the  cases  in 
which  they  occur,  cannot,  as  we  think,  be  allowed  to  weigh 
against  the  uniform  practice  of  the  Ecclesiastical  CourtsL 

There  are  three  cases  at  common  law  principally  relied 
on  by  the  defendants;  namely,  Hensloe's  case  (a),  Lord 
Petre's  case  (6),  and  Wa/nkford  v.  Waniford  (c). 

But  the  points  decided  in  those  cases  do  not  bear  out  the 
proposition  contended  for  by  the  defendants.  In  Hensloe's 
case,  the  point  determined  was,  that  where  an  executor  has 
renounced,  but  afterwards  administered,  he  must  be  joined 
as  a  defendant  with  the  co-executors  who  have  proved. 

In  Lord  Petre*s  ca^se,  according  to  the  report  in  Salkeld, 
there  were  two  executors,  A.  and  B.  A.  alone  proved, 
and  died,  making  executors,  and  afterwards  B.  renounced. 
It  was  held,  that  by  the  renunciation  of  B.,  the  original 
testator  was  dead  intestate,  and  the  Ordinary  might 
grant  administration  de  bonis  non.  It  would  seem,  how- 
ever, from  Dr.  Robertson's  note,  in  his  report  of  Har- 
rison  v.  Harrison  (cQ,  that  neither  the  report  in  Salkeld, 
nor  Lord  HoU's  statement  of  the  case,  as  given  in 
Wankford  v.  Wankford,  can  be  relied  on.  Be  that  as  it 
may,  the  case  certainly  does  not  bear  out  the  proposition 
now  contended  for.  The  same  observation  applies  to 
Wankford  v.  Wankford,  where  the  only  point  decided 
was,  that  when  a  deceased  creditor  had  made  his  debtor 


(a)  9  Rep.  36  b.  (r)  1  Salk.  299. 

{h)  1  Salk.  311.  (d)  Pftge  415. 
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executor,  and  he  administered,  the  debt  was  released 
though  the  debtor  died  without  having  proved. 

Besides  these  three  common-law  authorities,  the  defend-  B^griJiji^co, 
ants  also  relied  on  two  equity  cases;  first,  on  an  old  case  of 
Poudet  T.  Freake  (a) ;  and,  secondly,  a  case  of  Arnold  v. 
Bkmcow€y  before  Sir  Lloyd  Kenyan,  at  the  Rolls,  reported 
1  Cox,  458.  The  report  of  the  former  case  is  so  very 
short  and  loose  that  little  reliance  can  be  placed  on  it  It 
would  seem  to  lay  down  broadly,  that  after  probate  by  one 
of  several  executors,  the  rest  renouncing,  no  administra- 
tion can  be  granted  after  the  death  of  the  executor  who 
has  proved,  till  all  the  other  executors  have  died.  This  is 
so  clearly  incorrect,  that  we  must  suspect  there  is  some 
error  in  the  report 

The  other  case,  Arnold  Y.Blancowe(b)y  only  decided,  that 
where  one  of  several  executors  alone  proved,  and  died 
leaving  his  co-executors  surviving,  his  executors  did  not 
represent  the  original  testator. 

These  cases  fall  very  far  short  of  establishing  the  propo- 
sition contended  for  by  the  defendants.  We  are,  however, 
aware  that  in  Hensloe'a  case  (c),  Lord  Coke  goes  at  length 
into  the  general  doctrine  of  probate,  and  lays  down  some 
propositions  on  which  the  defendants  in  the  present  case 
rely,  and  which  seem,  prim&  facie  at  least,  to  establish  their 
point  We  refer  particularly  to  what  he  says  fo.  38  a  and 
38  b:  "  The  spiritual  Courts,"  he  says,  "  have  not  power  to 
take  the  refusal  of  any,  when  any  of  the  executors  prove; 
and  therefore,  the  refosal  of  any  of  the  executors  before  the 
Ordinary  in  such  case  is  void.''  And  again,  'Torasmuch 
as  the  ecclesiastical  judge  has  no  power  to  receive  that  re- 
fusal, it  is  upon  the  matter  made  to  a  stranger,  and  by 
consequence  void,  and  of  no  force  to  bar  the  plaintiff 
to  take  it  afterwards.''  The  question  here  is,  what  does 
Lord  Coke  mean  by  the  refusat  being  void,  and  the  ecclesi- 

(a)  Haid.  111.  (b)  1  Cox,  458.  (e)  9  Rep.  38a,  38b. 
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1848.        ast%c(d  judge  having  no  p(mer  to  talcesuc^  There 

YsirABUB     is  1^0  doubt  the  refusal  is  void,  if  the  party  refusing  after- 

SAarlraiAOo.  '^^^s  chooses  to  act;  and,  possibly,  this  is  all  which  Lord 

Coke  meant  If  he  meant  to  carry  the  doctrine  further, 
and  to  lay  down,  that  a  reAisal  by  one  executor,  in  the 
lifetime  of  a  co-executor  proving,  is  void  for  all  purposes, 
and  can,  under  no  circumstances,  place  the  executor  so 
refusing  in  any  different  situation  firom  that  of  an  execu- 
tor who  has  not  refused,  then  we  have  to  decide  between 
the  conflicting  authority  of  the  dictum  of  Lord  Cokcj  on 
the  one  hand,  and  of  the  uniform  practice  of  the  Ecclesi- 
astical Court,  on  the  other;  and  we  feel  bound  to  adopt 
the  rule  as  it  has  been  followed  by  the  Ecclesiastical  Court 
The  statute  of  Hen.  8  being  silent  as  to  the  time  at  which, 
and  the  mode  in  which,  the  refusal  is  to  be  made  by  the 
executor,  we  think,  that  provided  there  is  a  refusal,  it 
must  be  left  to  the  practice  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  to 
determine  when  and  how  that  refusal  is  to  be  made.  The 
Ecclesiastical  Court  treats  a  refusal  by  one  of  several  ex- 
ecutors as  an  act  defeasible,  if  the  revising  executor  chose 
to  retract  it  at  any  time  before  administration  granted — 
otherwise  absolute;  and  we  see  nothing  in  the  statute, 
militating  against  this  construction  of  the  act  of  the  Court, 
which  must  be  regulated  by  their  practice. 

The  party  making  the  rentmciation  must  be  presumed 
to  be  cognisant  of  the  construction  put  on  his  act  by  the 
Court;  and,  consequently,  to  intend,  that,  if  he  does  not 
alter  his  determination,  the  act  must  be  considered  as  an 
absolute  renunciation,  on  the  death  of  the  executor  who 
has  proved. 

We  therefore  think,  either  that  Lord  Coke  must  have 
meant  merely,  that  a  renunciation  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
executor  who  has  proved,  is  inoperative  to  defeat  the  right 
of  the  renouncing  party  to  act  afterwards;  or,  if  he  meant 
to  go  further  than  that,  he  was  laying  down  a  doctrine  not 
necessarily  flowing  from  the  statute  of  Hen,  8,  and  to 
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which,  as  heing  at  variance  with  the  constant,  and,  as  we        1848. 
think,  very  reasonable  practice  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,     vskablb 

we  cannot  accede.  BAsrtoiAOo. 

We  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  examine  the  authorities 
more  in  detail  They  are  all  considered  in  the  judgment 
of  Sir  Herbert  Jenner  Fusty  to  which  it  is  sufficient  for  us 
to  refer. 

It  may,  however,  be  well  to  remark,  in  passing,  that  our 
judgment  in  no  respect  trenches  on  the  decision  of  Sir  E. 
SugdeUy  in  Cummins  v.  Cummins  (a).  The  point  there 
decided  was,  that  an  executor  who  had  not  renounced, 
and  to  whom  power  was  reserved  to  come  in  and  prove, 
might,  after  the  death  of  the  executors  who  had  proved, 
be  sued  as  an  executor,  if  he  had  in  fact  administered, 
although  he  had  not  himself  taken  probate.  Nor  does  our 
judgment  in  any  manner  a£fect  the  doctrine,  that,  during 
the  life  of  the  executor  who  proved,  his  renunciation  shall 
be  deemed  void  for  the  purpose  of  suit,  and  his  name  must 
be  joined  as  a  co-plaintiff. 

On  the  ground,  therefore,  that,  though  the  statute  of 
Hen.  8  requires  a  refusal  by  the  executor  before  any  grant 
of  administration' can  be  made,  yet  it  is  silent  as  to  the 
time  when  the  refusal  is  to  be  made;  and  the  Ecclesiastical 
Courts  (to  which,  by  the  Statute  of  the  Clergy,  18  Ed  3, 
stat  3,  c.  6,  the  cognisance  of  cases  testamentary  is  declared 
notoriously  to  appertain)  have  invariably  treated  a  formal 
refusal,  made  in  court  at  any  time  after  the  testator's  de- 
cease, as  binding,  unless  the  refusing  party  afterwards,  of 
his  own  accord,  comes  in  and  retracts  his  refusal;  and,  in- 
asmuch as  there  is  no  decision  in  the  temporal  Courts  con- 
flicting with  this  uniform  practice,  such  practice  being  con- 
sistent with  the  statute,  and  perfectly  reasonable,  we  think 
that  the  letters  of  administration  in  this  case  are  not  void; 

and  so  there  must  be  . 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  3  J.  <k  L.  91. 
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Jvly  11.        Fbeehan  and  Another^  Assignees  of  William  Bboadbeot, 

V.  Cooke. 

In  trover  by  JL  ROVER  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  assignees  of  William 
ofVS^rapt  Broadbent,  for  the  conversion  of  certain  goods  of  the  bank- 
j¥^*^,  rupts  before  the  bankruptcy.  The  defendants  pleaded  not 
the  oonver-  guilty,  not  possesscd,  and  leave  and  license.  The  plain- 
bankrupt's  tiffs  joined  issue  upon  the  two  first  pleas,  and  traversed 
pSj.Tt  the  last,  upon  which  traverse  issue  was  joined  At  the 
■pp«*  C-  "fj  trial,  before  Alderson,  B.,  at  the  last  Liverpool  Spring  As- 
that,  imme-  sizes,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  was  the  sheriff  of 
the  fJlzur^  Yorkshire,  and  that  his  officers  had  seized  the  goods  in 
tokl^^oer  q^^stion,  under  a  writ  of  fi.  fa.,  against  Joseph  and  Ben- 
tbat  the  goods  jamin  Broadbent;  that  William  Broadbent,  in  anticipation 
perty  of  d;  of  a  distress,  had  removed  the  goods,  (which  there  was  evi- 
JSitely'^r.  dence  to  shew  were  his,)  to  the  house  of  his  father  Joseph, 
^'^^j^l  J      and  afterwards  to  the  house  of  his  brother  Benjamin :  that, 

contradicted  ^       ^  j  ^  ^ 

that  state-  when  the  officers  entered  Benjamin's  house,  the  bankrupt 
they  were  told  them  they  were  the  goods  of  his  brother  Benjamin, 
D^^T^jury  (s^PPOsing,  as  it  would  seem,  that  the  writ  was  against 
found,  that  uie  himself).     The  writ,  being  produced,  was  against  Benja- 

ffoodfl  were  in 

reality  the  min.  William  then  told  the  officers  that  the  goods  be- 
but  also,  tiiat    longed  to  another  brother,  and,  finally,  that  they  were  his 

he  represented 
the  goods  to 

the  officer  as  the  g^oods  of  C,  «o  a«  to  induce  the  officer,  by  that  fiJse  repressntatioo,  to 
seize  them : — ffdd,  that,  under  the  plea  of  not  possessed,  this  finding  did  not  estop  the  bank- 
rupt, and  the  plaintiffs  as  assigneas,  mnn  complaining  of  the  seizure  of  the  goods  as  their  own. 
The  rule  hud  down  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Ben<£,  that,  "  where  one,  by  his  words  or  coo- 
duct,  wHfuUy  causes  another  to  believe  in  the  existence  of  a  certain  state  of  Uiings,  and  induoes 
him  to  act  on  that  belief,  or  to  alter  his  own  previous  position,  the  former  is  concluded  from 
averring  against  the  latter  a  different  state  of  things  as  existing  at  the  same  time ;"  and,  again, 
"  a  par^  who  negligeiUly  or  eulpabiy  stands  by,  and  allows  another  to  contract  on  the  fiSh  of 
a  &ct  which  he  can  contradict,  cannot  afterwaoxis  dispute  that  fisMst  in  an  action  against  the 
party  whom  he  has  himself  assisted  in  deceiving,"  is  to  be  taken  with  this  explanation,  that^ 
by  the  term  "  wilfully,"  must  be  understood,  if  not  that  the  party  represents  that  to  be 
true  which  he  knows  to  be  untrue,  at  least,  that  he  means  his  representation  to  be  acted  upon, 
and  th&t  it  is  acted  upon  accordingly  ;  and  if,  whatever  a  man's  real  meaning  may  be,  Iw  so 
conducts  himself  that  a  reasonable  man  would  take  the  representation  to  be  true,  and  believe 
that  it  was  meant  that  be  should  act  upon  it,  and  did  act  upon  it  as  true,  the  party  making 
the  representation  would  be  equally  precluded  from  contesting  its  truth ;  and  that  o(»duct,  by 
negligence  or  omission,  when  there  is  a  duty  cast  upon  a  person,  by  usage  of  trade  or  other- 
wise, to  disdoee  the  truth,  may  often  have  the  same  effect. 
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own.  The  goods  were  then  seized,  and  sold  as  those  of  ^  m8» 
Benjamin.  It  was  contended,  by  the  defendant's  counsel, 
that  the  statements  and  conduct  of  the  bankrupt  operated 
as  conclusive  evidence  against  him;  that  the  property  was 
not  his  at  the  time  of  the  conversion,  and  that  the  as- 
signees were  also  bound.  The  jury  found,  that  the  goods 
were,  in  fact,  William's,  and  also,  ''  that  William  repre- 
sented the  goods  to  the  sheriff's  officers  as  the  goods  of  Ben- 
jamin, so  as  to  induce  them,  by  that  false  representation, 
to  seize  the  goods.''  The  plaintiff,  under  the  direction  of 
the  learned  judge,  obtained  a  verdict,  leave  being  reserved  to 
the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  in  his  favour 
on  any  of  the  issuea 

Knowks  having  obtained  a  rule  accordingly, 

Watson,  Aihertanj  and  H.  Hill,  shewed  cause  (June  22). 
— In  this  case  the  jury  found,  that  the  goods  were  the 
goods  of  Benjamin,  although  they  also  found,  that  the  offi- 
cers were  misled  by  his  misrepresentation  that  the  goods 
belonged  to  his  brother.  No  doubt,  the  statements  and 
representations  of  the  bankrupt  were  evidence  of  a  cogent 
nature  as  against  his  assignees;  but  they  were  not  estopped 
by  these  rTpresentations  from  shewing  that,  in  truth^ 
in  fact,  the  goods  were  those  of  the  bankrupt  The  sheriff 
is  bound,  at  his  peril,  to  seize  the  goods  of  the  proper 
party.  Suppose  he  had  arrested  the  wrong  person,  he  could 
not  have  been  justified  had  the  person  arrested  said  he 
was  the  party  against  whom  the  writ  issued  Thus,  in 
Coate  V.  Lighwarth  (a),  "  Coote  brought  false  imprison- 
ment against  Ligh worth,  who  justified,  for  that  he  had  a 
warrant  to  arrest  J.  David  He  asked  of  Coote  what  was 
his  name,  who  answered,  that  his  name  was  J.  David;  per 
quod,  he  arrested  him.  The  plaintiff  demurred,  and  it 
was  adjudged  for  the  plaintiff;  for  the  defendant  ought  at 

(«)  Moore,  457. 
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1848.  his  peril  to  have  taken  notice  of  the  party;"  and  Rale,  G. 
B.,  in  Thurbane's  C€i8€(a)y  expresses  his  opinion  to  the  same 
effect:  "  If  a  wrong  man  be  taken,  though  he  affirm  him- 
self to  be  the  person  against  whom  the  commission  is 
awarded,  yet,  the  commissioners  having  no  warrant  to 
take  him  by  their  commis^on,  his  affirming  himself  to  be 
the  person  will  not  excuse  them  in  false  imprisonment,  as 
has  been  held  upon  the  executing  of  a  capias."  In  a  case 
where  the  real  party  was  taken,  but  by  the  wrong  christian 
name,  but  which  he  stated  at  the  time  to  be  his  proper 
name,  it  was  held,  that  he  could  not  maintain  trespass :  Price 
V.  narwood(b);  but  there,  it  appeared  that  he  was  known 
by  one  name  as  well  as  the  other.  [Aldersan,  R — ^I  was 
present  during  the  trial  of  that  case;  and  I  think  I  re- 
member Lord  EUenborough  said,  that  he  knew  a  case 
where  one  of  two  brothers  had  procured  himself  to  be  ai^ 
rested  for  the  other,  and  an  action  by  him  for  false  imprison- 
ment failed  Parke,  B. — ^The  first  part  of  Lord  EUenbo- 
rongh'e  decision  in  that  case  was  correct,  and  is  according  to 
what  is  laid  down  in  Com.  Dig.,  "  Imprisonment,"  L.  (2); 
but  what  followed  is  merely  a  dictunt]  There  is  no  dif- 
ference in  principle  between  the  seizure  of  the  wrong  goods 
or  the  arrest  of  the  wrong  party.  The  present  question 
has,  no  doubt,  never  before  been  raised.  This  repre- 
sentation of  the  bankrupt  does  not  faU  within  the  rules, 
as  laid  down  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  Pickard  v. 
Sears  (c),  and  Oregg  v.  WdU  (d).  In  the  latter  case,  Denr 
man,  C.  J.,  says,  ^  A  party  who  negligently  or  culpably 
stands  by  and  allows  another  to  contract  on  the  faith 
and  understanding  of  a  fact  which  he  can  contradict, 
cannot  afterwards  dispute  that  fact  in  an  action  agamst 
the  person  whom  he  has  himself  assisted  in  deceiving." 
In  those  cases,  the  question  was,  whether  or  not  the 
party  standing  by  and  allowing  the  saie  of  his  property, 

(a)  Hard.  323.  (c)  6  A.  <k  E.  469. 

{b)  3  Camp.  108.  {d)  10  A.  ife  E.  98. 
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fras  not  to  be  taken  to  have' concurred  in  it  No  doubt  ^®^ 
the  principle  expounded  by  Lord  Denman^  in  those  cases, 
is  rather  broadly  laid  down.  [Parke,  B. — It  would  seem, 
that  the  negligence  must  be  in  the  nature  of  a  neglect  of 
some  duty  cast  upon  the  party  who  is  guilty  of  it  Alder* 
Mm,  R — ^A  person  -cannot  be  said  to  be  culpable  in  not 
doing  a  particular  thing,  unless  it  b  his  duty  to  do  it] 
Th^!«  was  no  duty  cast  on  the  bankrupt  to  say  whose 
goods  these  were.  The  case  of  Oolee  v.  The  Bank  of  Eng- 
land (a)  was  well  considered ;  but  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  it 
can  be  supported.  This  matter  is  not  an  estoppel,  as  several 
requisites  to  create  an  estoppel  are  wanting.  If  it  is,  it  ought 
to  have  been  pleaded.  [Parke,  B. — ^Where  a  matter  ought 
to  be  pleaded,  and  is  not,  it  is  left  at  large.  It  is  ques- 
tionable whether  it  be  necessary  to  reply  snatter  in  pais  to  a 
plea  which  contains  no  affirmative  matter,  and  concludes  to 
the  coimtry.  His  Lordship  referred  to  Doe  v.  WeUsman  (b) ; 
Armetrong  v.  Norton  (p) ;  Magratk  v.  Hardy  {d)\  Sander- 
8on  V.  Coiman{fi)\  Doe  v.  Huddart(f);  Doe  v.  Wright(ff); 
Doe  V.  Oliver  (A).]  It  would  not  form  a  good  replication 
in  substance,  by  way  of  estoppel;  it  is  insufficient,  in  many 
respects,  according  to  the  rules  laid  down  in  Com.  Dig., 
''£stoppel,"and  Cclit  352.  a.  The  statement  of  the  bank- 
rupt was  ambiguous :  he  said  they  were  the  goods  of  Ben- 
jamin; but  he  did  not  state  that  they  -were" soldy  hia  An 
estoppel  should  be  precise.  This  was  a  mere  naked  false- 
hood. If  the  bankrupt  intended  to  assign  his  goods  by 
his  act,it  would  be  an  act  of  bankruptcy :  Hooper  r.8m%th({). 
[PlaU,  B. — He  did  not  intend  to  do  so;  for  it  appears 
by  the  evidence,  that  he  made  the  statement  for  the  pur- 

(a)  10  A.  t  E.  437.  (/)  2  C.  M.  &  R.  316. 

(b)  2  Exch.  Rep.  368.  (^)  10  A.  &  E.  763. 
(e)  2  Ir.  L.  Rep.  96.  {h)  5  M.  <k  R.  202. 
{d)  4  Ring.  N.  G.  782.  (i)  1  Bla.  441. 
{e)  4  M.  4k  G.  209. 
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^848^  pose  of  saying  the  goods  from  seizure.]  The  facts,  as  they 
were  found  by  the  jury,  would  not  support  a  replicar 
tion  by  way  of  estoppeL  The  language  of  Parlce^  R,  in 
delivering  the  judgment  of  this  Court,  in  Lyon  v.  Beed(i£)j 
is  very  applicable  to  the  present  case.  He  there  says, 
'*  The  acts  in  pais,  which  bind  parties  by  way  of  estop- 
pdf  are  but  few,  and  are  pointed  out  by  Lord  CoIXy  in 
Co.  lit  352.  a.  They  are  all  acts  which  anciently  really 
were,  and,  in  contemplation  of  law,  have  always  continued 
to  be,  acts  of  notoriety,  not  less  formal  and  solemn  than 
the  execution  of  a  deed,  such  as  livery,  entry,  acceptance 
of  an  estate,  and  the  like.  Whether  a  party  had  or  had  not 
concurred  in  an  act  of  this  sort,  was  deemed  a  matter 
which  there  could  be  no  difficulty  in  ascertaining,  and 
then  the  legal  consequences  followed.^'  [They  also  cited 
Amuini  v.  CastriqasQ)),  and  CoUins  v.  jEvan$(c)J] 

Knowles,  (HaU  with  him,)  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^Ac- 
cording to  the  authority  otPickard  v.  Sears  (d),  and  Oregg 
y.  Wells  (e),  and  the  principles  there  laid  down,  the  plain- 
tiffs are  estopped.  [Parke,  R — One  way  to  consider  whe- 
ther or  not  the  facts  here  amount  to  a  defence,  is  to  see 
whether  the  facts,  if  embodied  in  a  plea,  would  make  a 
good  plea  by  way  of  estoppel  to  an  action  brought  by  Wil- 
liam Broadbent  in  his  own  name,  and  averring  that  the 
goods  were  hi&]  The  older  cases  which  have  been  cited  do 
not  bear  much  upon  the  question.  There  may  be  a  distinc- 
tion between  an  arrest  of  a  person  and  the  seizure  of  goods, 
as  the  old  action  of  trespass  to  the  person  included  also  a 
breach  of  the  peace.  The  case  of  Pichard  v.  Sears  is  not 
so  strong  as  the  present,  for  here  the  falsehood  was  wilful 
and  intentional,  which  was  not  so  there.     In  the  case  last 

(a)  13  M.  <k  W.  309.  (d)  6  A.  &  E,  469. 

(b)  Id.  443.  (0  10  Id.  90. 

(c)  6  Q,  B.  820. 
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cited,  the  plaintiff  did  not  assert  that  the  goods  were 
his:  he  sanctioned  the  act  by  not  interfering;  and  it  was 
heldy  that  he  was  bound  by  his  conduct  [Parke^  R — 
In  Heane  v.  Rogers ia)y  Bayley^  J.,  says,  "There  is  no 
doubt  but  that  the  express  admissions  of  a  party  to  the 
suit,  or  admissions  implied  from  his  contract,  are  evidence, 
and  strong  evidence,  against  him;  but  we  think  that  he  is 
at  liberty  to  prove  that  such  admissions  were  nustaken,  or 
were  untrue,  and  is  not  estopped  or  concluded  by  them, 
unless  another  party  has  been  induced  by  them  to  alter 
his  condition;  in  such  a  case,  the  party  is  estopped  from 
disputing  their  truth,  with  respect  to  that  person,  (and 
those  claiming  under  him,)  and  that  transaction,  but  as  to 
third  parties,  he  is  not  bound;''  and  he  afterwards  pro- 
ceeds to  say,  that,  "  It  is  not  necessary  to  refer  particularly 
to  the  cases  in  which  a  bankrupt  has  been  precluded  firom 
disputing  his  commisdon,  and  which  were  cited  in  aigu- 
ment  The  earlier  cases  fall  within  the  principle  above 
laid  down.  In  Clarke  v.  Clarke  (b),  the  bankrupt  was  not 
permitted  to  call  that  sale  a  conversion,  which  he  himself 
had  procured  and  sanctioned.  In  Like  v.  Howe(c),  he  was 
precluded  from  testing  the  title  of  persons  to  be  assignees, 
whom  he,  by  his  conduct,  had  procured  to  become  so;  and 
the  last  case  on  this  subject,  Watson  v.  Wa8e(d)y  is  distin- 
guishable from  the  present,  because  Wase,  one  of  the  de- 
fimdants,  was  the  person  from  whose  suit  the  plaintiff  had 
been  discharged;  and  therefore,  perhaps,  he  might  be  es- 
topped with  respect  to  that  person,  by  his  conduct  towards 
him.''  In  Pickard  v.  Sears,  the  Court  had  the  case  of 
Heane  v.  Rogers  before  them.  I  think  you  will  find  that 
the  person  who  makes  a  statement,  on  which  another  alters 
his  position,  is  not  estopped,  unless  he  so  induces  the  latter 
to  alter  his  position,  that  the  former  would  be  responsible 

(o)  9  B.  &  C.  686,  688.  {e)  6  Ksp.  20. 

(6)  GEsp.  61.  (d)  6B.  &C.  163. 
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1848.^  to  him  in  an  action  for  it  In  the  present  case,  the  bank- 
rupt makes  one  statement  one  moment^  and  another  and 
a  different  one  the  next  There  is  no  way  of  stating  the 
facts,  to  shew  that  the  bankrupt  authorised  the  act,  or  that 
there  was  such  a  deceitful  representation,  known  hj  the 
bankrupt  to  be  false,  and  made  with  the  intent  that  the 
defendant  should  seize  the  goods,  or  so  made  as  to  cause 
the  defendant,  acting  as  a  reasonable  man,  to  seize  the 
gooda]  InTheSheffi^ldfAshtim^ndef^LynejandMandieder 
Railway  v.  Woodcock  (a),  Parke,  B.,  says,  ''It  is  a  uniyersal 
rule  of  law,  that,  where  a  party  makes  a  representation  to 
another,  whereby  the  situation  of  the  latter  is  altered,  he 
is  bound  thereby/'  Banks  v.  Newton  (b)  is  an  authority 
to  the  same  effect  [Alderson,  B. — Culpability  includes 
will:  negligence  may,  or  may  not;  consequently,  the  lan- 
guage of  Lord  Denman,  in  Qregg  y.  Wdle  (c),  must  be  un- 
derstood with  reference  to  such  n^ligence  as  would  imply 
will]  Coles  y.  The  Bank  of  England  proceeded  on  the 
assumption,  that  the  testatrix  did  not  in  fact  know  of  the 
diminution  of  her  stock,  but  was  guilty  of  negligence  in 
receiying  without  objection  the  diyidends  on  the  sums 
reduced.  The  principle  there  established  is,  that  if  a 
party  negligently  omits  to  contradict  an  assumed  state  of 
facts,  when  he  might  or  ought  to  contradict  them,  he  is 
concluded  by  it  [Parkey  B. — ^You  do  not  mean  to  aigue, 
that,  if  a  person  makes  a  mis-statement,  without  any  in- 
tention that  another  party  should  act  upon  it,  and  when 
he  could  not  expect  that  another  party  would  act  upon  it, 
that,  in  such  case,  he  is  bound?  If  the  estoppel  be  carried 
to  this  extent,  yiz.  where  a  party  makes  a  representation, 
under  such  circumstances  that  a  reasonable  man  might 
naturally  infer  that  it  was  intended  that  he  should  act 
upon  it,  then  this  case  does  not  fall  within  that  principle. 

(a)  7  M.  &  W.  674.  (b)  16  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.,  142. 

(c)  10  A.  k  B.  90. 


TBINITY  VACATION,   12  VIC3T.  661 

In  Pickard  y.  Sears  (a),  the  Court  say,  "  The  rule  of  law  is  ,J^^ 
clear,  that,  where  one  by  his  words  or  conduct  wUfujUy 
causes  another  to  believe  the  existence  of  a  certain  state 
of  things,  and  induces  him  to  act  on  that  belief,  so  as  to 
alter  his  own  previous  position,  the  former  is  concluded," 
&C.  If  the  word  "wilfully"  be  read  as  overruling  both 
propositions,  that  is,  no  doubt,  correct]  Here  the  seizure 
was  under  circumstances  which  would  lead  a  reasonable 
man  to  believe  the  mis-statement,  and  act  upon  it.  [He 
also  cited  WUson  v.  Stubs  (&).] 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Pabkb,  B. — ^In  this  case,  which  was  argued  before  my 
Brothers  Alderaon^  Rolfcj  PlaUy  and  myself,  at  the  sittings 
after  the  last  term,  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  rule 
ought  to  be  discharged. 

It  was  an  action  of  trover,  by  the  assignees  of  William 
Broadbent,  against  the  Sheriff  of  Yorkshire,  for  goods  of 
the  bankrupt  There  were  pleas  of  not  guilty,  not  pos- 
sessed, and  leave  and  license.  The  conversion  was  the 
seizure  of  the  goods  by  the  defendant's  officers,  under  a 
fi.  fa.  against  Joseph  and  Benjamin  Broadbent  It  ap- 
peared, that,  when  the  officers  entered,  the  bankrupt  told 
them  the  goods  seized  were  the  property  of  Benjamin;  he 
did  so,  supposing  that  they  had  no  writ  against  Benjamin. 
Afterwards  he  contradicted  that  statement,  and  said  they 
were  the  goods  of  his  brother  JosepL  It  was  contended, 
that  this  representation  bound  William,  because  it  induced 
the  officers  to  seize;  and  that  he  could  not  complain  of 
that  act,  nor  could  the  assignees  who  claimed  under  him. 
My  Brother  Alderean  left  a  question  to  the  jury  upon  this 
part  of  the  case,  the  finding  on  which  he  reserved  for  the 
consideration  of  the  Court,  giving  leave  to  enter  a  verdict 

(a)  6  A.  ^  £.  469.  (h)  Hob.  330. 
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1848.  for  the  defendant  on  the  issue  on  the  plea  of  not  pos- 
sessed. The  jury  found,  that  the  goods  were  really  Wil* 
liam's;  but  thej  also  found,  "that  William  represented 
the  goods  to  the  sheriff's  officer  as  the  goods  of  Benjamin, 
so  as  to  induce  him,  by  that  false  representation,  to  seize 
them;''  and  the  question  is,  whether  this  fin^^ing  is  suffi- 
cient to  estop  the  bankrupt  and  the  plaintiffs  as  assignees^ 
from  complaining  of  the  seizure  of  these  goods  as  their 
own? 

The  case  was  very  fully  argued  before  us,  and  many 
questions  discussed  on  the  law  of  estoppels,  on  which  it 
is  unnecessary  to  give  an  opinion.  It  is  certain  that  es- 
toppels by  record  and  by  deed  must,  in  order  to  makethera 
binding,  be  pleaded,  if  ihere  be  an  apporttmity^  otherwise 
the  party  omitting  to  plead  it  waives  the  estoppel,  and 
leaves  the  cause  at  large,  on  which  the  jury  may  find  ac- 
cording to  the  truth :  TrevUhar  d.  Trevithar  v.  Lawrence  (o); 
Magraith  v.  Hardy  (6).  With  respect  to  estoppels  in  pais, 
in  certain  cases  there  is  no  doubt  they  need  not  be  pleaded 
in  order  to  make  them  obligatory.  For  instance,  where  a 
man  represents  another  as  his  agent,  in  order  to  procure 
a  person  to  contract  with  him  as  such,  and  he  does  con- 
tract, the  contract  binds  in  the  same  manner  as  if  he 
made  it  himself,  and  is  his  contract  in  point  of  law;  and 
no  form  of  pleading  could  leave  such  a  matter  at  laige, 
and  enable  the  jury  to  treat  it  as  no  contract  The  same 
rule  appears  to  apply  to  all  similar  estoppels  in  pais,  as 
the  learned  editor  of  Wms.  Saund.  (Vol  1,  p.  326,  n.  2)  ex- 
presses his  opinion.  The  estoppel,  therefore,  if  it  be  one 
created  by  the  conduct  of  the  bankrupt  in  this  case,  is  not 
opened  by  the  omission  to  plead  it;  and  the  only  question 
is,  whether  it  be  an  estoppel?  It  is  contended  that  it  was, 
upon  the  authority  of  the  rule  laid  down  in  Pickard  y. 

(a)  2  Ld.  Raym.  1051 ;  Salk.  277.  (6)  4  Bing,  N.  C.  782. 
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Sears  (a).  That  rule  is,  "that,  where  one,  by  his  words  or  ^1848. 
conduct,  wilJvUy  causes  another  to  believe  in  the  exist- 
ence of  a  certain  state  of  things,  and  induces  him  to  act 
on  that  belief,  or  to  alter  his  own  previous  position,  the 
former  is  concluded  from  averring  against  the  latter  a 
different  state  of  things  as  existing  at  the  same  time." 
That  was  founded  on  previous  authorities,  in  the  cases 
Greaves  v.  Key  (6),  Heame  v.  Rogers  (c),  and  has  been 
acted  upon  in  some  cases  since.  The  principle  is  stated 
more  broadly  by  Lord  DenmaUy  in  the  case  of  Oregg  v. 
Wella  (d),  where  his  Lordship  says,  that  a  party  who  negli- 
genUy  or  culpably  stands  by  and  allows  another  to  contract 
on  the  faith  of  a  fact  which  he  can  contradict,  cannot  after- 
wards dispute  that  fact  in  an  action  against  the  person 
whom  he  has  himself  assisted  in  deceiving:  Whether  that 
role  has  been  correctly  acted  upon  by  the  jury  in  all  the 
reported  cases  in  which  it  has  been  applied,  is  not  now 
the  question;  but  the  proposition  contained  in  the  rule 
itself,  as  above  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Pickard  v.  Sears, 
must  be  considered  as  established  By  the  term  ^^tvil- 
JuUy"  however,  in  that  rule,  we  must  understand,  if  not 
that  the  party  represents  that  to  be  true  which  he  knows 
to  be  untrue,  at  least,  that  he  means  his  representation  to 
be  acted  upon,  and  that  it  is  acted  upon  accordingly;  and 
if,  whatever  a  man's  real  intention  may  be,  he  so  conducts 
himself  that  a  reasonable  man  would  take  the  representa- 
tion to  be  true,  and  believe  that  it  was  meant  that  he  should 
act  upon  it,  and  did  act  upon  it  as  true,  the  party  making 
the  representation  would  be  equally  precluded  from  con- 
testing its  truth ;  and  conduct,  by  negligence  or  omission, 
where  there  is  a  duty  cast  upon  a  person,  by  usage  of  trade 
or  otherwise,  to  disclose  the  truth,  may  often  have  the 
same  effect    As,  for  instance,  a  retiring  partner  omitting 

(a)  6  A.  d;  E.  474 ;  S.  C,  2  (c)  9  B.  d;  G.  586. 
N.  t  P.  486.  ((0  9  A.  &  E.  97. 

(b)  2  B.  d?  A.  318. 
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1848.  to  inform  his  customers  of  the/oc^,  in  the  usual  mode,  that 
the  oontinuin|2^  partners  were  no  longer  authorised  to  act 
as  his  agents,  is  bound  by  all  contracts  made  hj  them  with 
third  persons,  on  the  faith  of  their  being  so  authorised 
But  if  we  apply  this  rule,  either  in  the  terms  in  which  it 
is  enunciated  in  Pidcard  v.  Sears,  or  as  it  is  above  ex- 
pounded, the  finding  of  the  jury  is  insufficient  to  entitle  the 
defendant  to  have  a  verdict  entered  for  him  on  the  plea 
of  not  possessed.  It  is  not  found  that  he  intended  to  in- 
duce the  (^cer  to  seize  the  goods  as  those  of  Benjamin; 
and,  whatever  intention  he  had  on  his  first  statement,  was 
done  away  with  by  an  opposite  statement  before  the  seiz- 
ure took  place.  Nor  can  it  be  said  that  any  reasonable 
man  would  have  seized  the  goods  on  the  faith  of  the  bank- 
rupt's representation,  taken  aUogether.  In  truth,  in  most 
cases  to  which  the  doctrine  in  Pickard  v.  Sears  is  to  be 
applied,  the  representation  is  such  as  to  amount  to  the 
contract  or  license  of  the  party  making  it  Here  there  is 
no  pretence  for  saying  it  amounted  to  a  license,  and  a  con- 
tract is  out  of  the  question.  We  therefore  think  that  the 
rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged 


Assi 
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1848. 

BoiLEAtI  V.   RuTLIN.  Juna  27. 


lUMPSIT  for  use  and  occupation.    Plea,  non  as-  A  bm  in  Chan- 

•^  ^  eery  is  not  evi- 

sumpsit,  except  as  to  902.,  and  payinent  of  that  sum  into  dence  of  the 

,_  r  ,  -Tki**  truth  of  the 

court,  With  averment  of  no  damages  ultra.    Replication,  fiu^  stated  in 
damages  ultra;  upon  which  issue  was  joined  the*pw^*in* 

At  thetrial,beforeLordDewmaw,  C  'J.,  at  the  Surrey  Spring  whoae  name  it 

,  •  18  nledy  even 

Assizes,  1847,  it  appeared  that  the  action  was  brought  to  re-  though  his 
cover  2232.  28.  6cL  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  a  dwelling-  |^^  but  is 
house  for  four  years  and  a  quarter,  ending  at  Christmas,  ^^^^JJ^^*® 
1846.  The  house  in  question  was  one  of  many  others,  call-  suit  was  insti- 
ed  the  Castlenau  Villas,  in  the  Hammersmith-bridge  Road,  subject-matter 
which  had  been  built  by  the  plaintiff  on  land  demised  to      '^^j^  that 
him  for  a  term  of  years  by  a  building  lease  from  the  free-  plea^^  ^ 

''  •'  °  equity  as  well 

holder.  This  lease  contained  certain  covenants  on  the  part  as  at  common 

of  the  lessee,  applicable  to  all  the  houses,  and  for  a  breach  be  treated  as 

of  which  as  to  any  one  house,  the  lessor  became  entitled  S^Som  ofttie 

to  re-enter  upon  the  whole.    The  defendant  was  let  into  truth  of  the 

fiusts  therein. 

possession  under  an  agreement  to  purchase  the  plaintiff's  for  all  pur- 
interest  in  the  house  in  question  for  6302.,  subject  to  the  m  rtatements^ 
covenants  in  the  building  lease;  but  he  refused  to  com-  ^^1^^ 
plete  the  purchase,  on  the  ground  that  the  title  was  not  ^  admitted  or 

-        _  -  .  .  *  denied  by  the 

marketable,  by  reason  of  the  above-mentioned  right  of  opposite  side^ 
re-entiy.    The  plaintiff  thereupon  filed  a  bill  in  Chan-  ^bf  rawed* 
eery,  praying  a  specific  performance  of  the  agreement;  and  *^^  -^^^^^ 
the  defendant  having  put  in  an  answer,  the  suit  was  heard  judicial  decl- 
and  a  decree  made,  that  the  bill  be  dismissed  with  costs.      The  &cta 
In  order  to  prove  the  agreement  to  purchase,  the  defend-  ^^|Jby  an 
ant,  who  had  given  notice  to  produce  it,  did  not  call  for  >™«  "» any, 

•      i_  1-i  •  11  •  !•!  "™^  cannot  be 

it,  but  tendered  in  evidence  the  bill  in  equity,  which  set  again  litigated 
out  the  agreement  verbatim.    It  was  objected,  that  the  eame  puties, 

and  are  con- 
<^lasiTe  evidence  between  them  ;  so  are  the  material  fiiots  alleged  by  one  party  which  are  di- 
noOy  admitted  by  the  opposite  party,  or  indirectly  admitted  by  taking  a  traverse  on  some 
other  &cta,  if  the  traverse  is  found  against  the  party  making  it.  But  the  statements  of  a 
party  in  a  declarnAian  or  plea,  though  for  the  purposes  of  the  cause  he  is  bound  by  those 
that  are  material,  ought  noi,  U  lOiouM  seem,  to  be  treated  as  confessions  of  the  truth  of  the 
frets  stated. 

VOL.  II.  X  X  BXCH. 
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1848.  ^  statements  in  the  bill  were  inadmissible  in  evidence  against 
the  plaintiff;  but  the  learned  judge  received  the  bill  as 
some  evidence,  and  the  jury  having  found  that  the  amount 
paid  into  court  was  a  sufficient  compensation  for  the  oecU' 
pation,  from  the  time  the  suit  terminated  until  Christmas, 
1846,  his  Lordship  directed  a  verdict  for  the  defendant, 
reserving  leave  for  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict 
for  him  in  respect  of  the  previous  occupation,  if  the  Court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  bill  in  equity  was  inadmis- 
sible (a). 
A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  accordingly, 

Lvsh  shewed  cause  (6). — ^The  question  is,  whether  state- 
ments in  a  bill  in  Chancery,  upon  which  the  plaintiff 
founds  his  claim  to  relief ,  are  evidence  against  him  in  an 
action  between  the  same  parties?  A  parol  admission  by 
the  plaintiff,  that  the  agreement  set  out  in  the  bill  had  in 
fact  been  made,  would,  no  doubt,  have  been  receivable  in 
evidence: — Slatterie  v.  Pooleyip);  Howard  v.  8fniih{d); 
and  it  is  difficult  to  see  why  the  same  statement^  made  in 
proceedings  in  court,  should  not  be  equally  admissible. 
[Parke,  R — Under  the  old  system  of  pleading,  a  declaration 
might  contain  twentydifferent  statements  of  the  samecause 
of  action.  Do  you  contend  that  every  count  would  be  evi- 
dence against  the  plaintiff  of  so  many  different  contracts?] 
The  question  is  not  as  to  the  effect  of  the  evidence,  but 
whether  the  plaintiff's  declaration  can  be  altogether  ex- 
cluded. In  BuUer's  Nisi  Prius,  p.  235,  it  is  said,  "  The 
bill  in  Chancery  is  evidence  against  the  complainant,  for 
the  all^ations  of  every  man's  bills  shall  be  supposed  true; 
nor  shall  it  be  supposed  to  be  preferred  by  a  cotmsel  or 

(a)  It  was  also  objected,  that  the  *  Hilary  Tenn,  1848,  on  the  22nd 
decree  was  not  properly  proved;  and  29ih  of  Januaiy,  and  at  the 
but  the  judgment  of  the  Court  Sittings  in  Banc  after  that  ^ctm, 
renders  it  unnecessaiy  to  notice  on  the  6th  of  Pebn^tf/- 
the  argument  on  that  point.  (c)  6  M.  <K  W.  664. 

(b)  The  case  was   argued   in         (<0  3  Soott  N.  R.  574. 
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solicitor  without  the  party's  privity;  and  therefore  it  1848. 
amounts  to  the  confession  and  admission  of  the  truth  of 
any  fact,  and  if  the  counsel  have  mingled  in  it  any  fact 
that  is  not  true,  the  party  may  have  his  action;  but  in 
order  to  make  the  bill  evidence  against  the  complainant, 
there  must  be  proceedings  upon  it;  for  if  there  were  no 
proceedings  upon  it,  it  should  rather  be  supposed  to  be 
filed  by  a  stranger  to  bar  the  party  of  his  evidence/'  The 
authority  there  cited  is  Stiow  d.  Lord  Crawley  v.  Phillips  (a% 
which  decided,  that  if  a  patron  sue  the  parson  on  a  bond, 
and  the  latter  prefer  his  bill  in  Chancery  for  relief,  stating 
the  bond  to  be  a  simoniacal  contract,  the  bill  and  pro- 
ceedings upon  it  are  evidence  for  the  plaintiff  in  an  eject- 
ment to  recover  the  rectory.  A  subsequent  passage,  in 
Buller's  Nisi  Prius  (6),  points  out  the  distinction  between 
the  case  of  a  bill  for  relief  and  a  bill  for  discovery.  It  is 
there  said: — '^But  on  an  issue  directed  out  of  Chancery 
to  try  the  validity  of  a  deed,  where  one  J.  N.  was  pro- 
duced to  prove  he  wrote  it  by  the  direction  of  Lord 
Ferrers,  in  1720,  and  to  contradict  his  evidence  the  plain- 
tiff produced  a  bill  in  Chancery  preferred  in  1719  by  the 
defendant,  which  mentioned  the  deed,  the  Court  would 
not  suffer  it  to  be  read  though  an  answer  had  been  put 
in,  because  it  was  no  more  than  the  surmises  of  counsel, 
for  the  better  discovery  of  title.  However,  in  all  cases 
where  the  matter  is  stated  by  the  bill  as  a  fact  on  which 
the  plaintiff  founds  his  prayer  for  relief,  it  will  be  ad- 
mitted in  evidence,  and  will  amount  to  proof  of  a  confes- 
sion :"  Lord  Ferrers  v.  Shirley  (c).  In  WooUett  v.  Roberts  (d), 
it  was  held,  that  a  bill  filed  by  a  defendant  could  not  be 
read  against  him,  ^'mdess  it  tuere  proved  to  have  been  exhi- 
bited with  his  privity,"  In  Greenleaf  on  Evidence  (e), 
after  treating  of  admissions  not  conclusive,  such  as  receipts 

(a)  1  Bid.  220.  (d)  Ch.  Ca.  64. 

(b)  Page  236.  {e)  Sect.  212,  p.  246. 
(e)  Fltz.  195, 7th  edit. 
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1S48.  and  mere  acknowledgments,  it  is  said: — "So  of  a  bill  in 
BoiLUD  Chanceiy,  which  is  evidence  against  the  plaintiff  of  the 
j^g^^  admissions  it  contains,  though  veiy  feeble  evidence,  so 
far  as  it  may  be  taken  as  the  suggestions  of  coonseL" 
In  Bacon's  Abridgment,  "  Evidence,"  (F.)  (a),  the  lav  is 
stated  in  almost  the  same  terms  as  in  Buller's  Nisi  Prios. 
In  Roe  d.  Lord  Trimlestoum  v.  Kemmit  (b),  ^ndat,  C  J^ 
in  answer  to  a  question  put  to  the  Judges  by  the  House  of 
Jjords,  says,  "  The  fifth  exception,  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff,  relates  to  the  bill  in  Chancery  filed  by  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff  against  the  said  Thomas  Eemmis,  on  the  14tb 
of  October,  1816,  which  bill  the  defendant  produced  for 
the  purpose  of  shewing  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit,  and 
that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claimed  as  heir-at-law  of 
his  father,  the  Lord  Nicholas,  and  offered  to  read  those 
all^ations  therein ;  but  the  plaintiff  excepted  to  the  pro- 
duction of  the  evidence,  and  we  think  it  is  a  suffident 
uiswer  agiunst  the  allowance  of  the  exception,  that  Ha 
bill  in  Chancery,  the  production  and  reading  of  which  is 
now  excepted  against,  had  in  an  earlier  st^e  of  the  cause 
been  put  in  evidence  by  the  plaintiff  himself;  for  the  bill, 
having  formed  part  of  the  evidence,  the  whole  was  in  eii- 
dence,  and  the  defendant  might  have  insisted,  at  the  time 
of  its  production  by  the  plaintiff,  that  the  whole  should 
be  read;  and,  in  consideration  and  contemplation  of  law, 
the  whole  was  read.  The  present  exception,  therefore, 
came  too  late.  And  we  further  think  the  exception,  even 
if  the  objection  already  pointed  out  could  be  removed, 
is  not  pointed  to  the  purpose  for'which  alone  it  was  pro- 
duced, but  is  general  against  its  being  prodnceable  for  any 
purpose,  even  if  any  just  objection  could  be  made  agumt 
ppUcation  for  the  purpose  intended,  of  which  we  are 
aware."  Doe  d.  Sowerman  v.  Syboum  (c)  will  pro- 
T  be  relied  on.    There,  in  answer  to  the  plwntiff's 

Tol  3,  p,  863,  7th  edit.        (J)  9  C.  *  F.  749.        (c)  7  T.  B.  1 
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case  in  ejectment,  the  defendant  set  up  a  lease  from  1848. 
one  P^,  in  1789.  It  was  objected,  that  it  did  not  appear 
that  Pym  had  the  legal  estate  in  him  at  the  time,  but  that 
it  was  outstanding  in  his  trustees;  and,  in  support  of  the 
objection,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence  a 
bill  in  Chancery,  filed  in  1790  by  the  defendant,  in  con- 
junction with  Pym,  against  the  trustees,  praying  a  con- 
veyance of  the  legal  estate  to  Pym.  Lord  Kenyon  rejected 
it,  and  told  the  jury  they  might  presume  a  legal  convey- 
ance; upon  which  the  plaintiff  was  nonsuited.  On  motion 
to  set  aside  the  nonsuit.  Lord  Kenyon  said,  ''  A  bill  in 
Chancery  is  never  admitted  in  evidence  further  than  to 
shew  that  such  a  bill  did  exist,  and  that  certain  facts  were 
in  issue  between  the  parties,  and  in  order  to  let  in  the 
answer  or  depositions  of  the  witnessea''  That  dictum, 
however,  was  unnecessary  for  the  decision  of  the  case,  and 
was  uttered  on  mere  motion,  and  without  reference  to  any 
authority.  In  Warwick  v.  FouUeea  (a),  which  was  an  ac- 
tion for  false  imprisonment,  the  defendant  pleaded  the 
general  issue  and  a  justification,  but  his  counsel  at  the 
trial  abandoned  the  justification;  and  it  was  held,  that 
the  putting  such  a  plea  on  the  record  was  a  circum- 
stance which  the  jury  might  take  into  their  consideration 
in  the  estimation  of  damages.  [Parke,  B. — ^That  was  a  state- 
ment on  the  record  in  the  same  action.]  It  has  never  been 
doubted  that  an  answer  in  Chancery  is  receivable  in  evi- 
dence against  the  party  making  it.  [Alderson,  B. — ^That  is 
because  the  party  on  oath  affirms  it  to  be  true.]  Upon  the 
same  principle,  the  bill  would  be  evidence  if  it  appeared 
by  any  mode  that  the  plaintiff  admitted  the  statements 
contained  in  it.  When  his  privity  is  shewn,  the  bUl  be- 
comes primary  evidence.  [Parke,  B. — ^No  doubt  the  bill, 
if  admissible  at  all,  would  be  primary  evidence.]  Where, 
in  an  action  by  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  for  seizing  a 

[a)  12  M.  &  W.  507. 


670  EXOHBi^UBR  REPORTS. 

1848.  ^  ship^  the  plaintiffs,  in  order  to  prove  the  taking,  produced 
an  examination  of  the  defendant  before  the  commissioners 
under  the  fiat,  in  which  the  fact  was  admitted,  and  in 
which  examination  was  set  out  an  agreement  between  the 
bankrupt  and  the  defendant,  under  which  the  latter 
claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  ship,  the 
Court  held,  that  this  agreement  could  not  be  rejected, 
though  not  otherwise  proved,  and  though  it  was  produced 
before  the  commissioners  on  the  cross-examination  of 
the  defendant  by  his  own  attorney:  Ooss  v.  Quinton{a), 
In  the  Fishmongers'  Company  v.  Robertson  (b)y  Tindd, 
C.  J.,  says :  "  Even  if  the  contract  put  in  suit  by  the  cor- 
poration had  been  on  their  part  executory,  only  not  exe- 
cuted, we  feel  little  doubt  but  that  their  suing  upon  the 
contract  would  amount  to  an  admission  on  record  by  them, 
that  such  contract  was  duly  entered  into  on  their  part,  so 
as  to  be  obligatory  on  themselves,  and  that  such  admission 
on  the  record  would  estop  them  from  setting  up,  as  an 
objection  in  a  cross  action,  that  it  was  not  sealed  with 
their  common  seal''  Brtckeli  v.  Htdse  (c)  decided,  that  if 
A  party,  on  motion  before  a  judge,  use  the  affidavit  of  an- 
other person,  such  affidavit  is,  on  any  subsequent  occa- 
sion, admissible  as  evidence  against  him  who  so  used  it, 
even  on  a  trial  where  the  person  who  swore  the  affidavit 
is  present  in  Court  In  Cole  v.  Hadley  (cQ,  it  was  held, 
that,  on  an  issue  of  "  not  possessed,''  in  trespass  quare 
clausum  fregit,  it  was  competent  for  the  defendant  to  use 
the  deposition  of  a  witness  formerly  called  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  prove  his  possession,  in  a  proceeding  before  justices 
for  an  alleged  trespass  on  the  same  closa  So,  where  a 
petitioning  creditor,  having  ascertained  that  his  agent 
could  prove  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  sent  for  him  for  that 
purpose  to  be  examined,  on  opening  the  fiat  it  was  held, 

(a)  4  Scott  N.  R.  471.  (c)  7  A.  «fe  E.  454. 

(h)  6  M.  &  G.  192.  ((/)  11  A.  &  E.  807. 
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that  the  deposition  then  made  was  evidence  of  the  act  of  ^  1848. 
bankruptcy  as  against  such  creditor:  Oardner  Y.MouU(a). 
If  the  plaintiff  had  sued  on  this  agreement,  and  after  plea 
had  obtained  a  verdict  and  judgment,  the  record  would 
have  been  conclusive  evidence;  and  if  so,  it  can  make  no 
difference  that  the  proceedings  are  in  another  court  While 
the  statements  of  a  party,  or  his  admission  of  a  letter 
written  by  another,  are  receivable  in  evidence  against  him, 
upon  what  principle  is  a  deliberate  statement  made  in  a 
court  of  equity,  for  the  purpose  of  relief,  to  be  excluded  7 
[Parke,  B. — ^The  answers  of  the  judges,  in  the  Baribury 
Peerage  case  (&),  are  expressly  in  point]  There  the  plain- 
tiff proposed  to  read  in  evidence  a  bill  in  eqtdty,  filed  by 
one  of  his  ancestors,  and  it  was  substantially  the  same  as 
if  he  had  sought  to  make  his  own  bill  evidence  in  his  own 
favour.  It  is  true  that  one  of  the  questions  put  to  the 
judges  is,  ^'  whether  any  bill  in  Chancery  can  ever  be  re* 
ceived  as  evidence  in  a  court  of  law,  to  prove  any  factfi 
either  alleged  or  denied  in  such  billf'  But  that  must  be 
understood  to  mean,  can  it  be  evidence  on  behalf  of  the 
person  by  whom  it  is  filed? 

Shee,  Serjt,  and  Peacock,  in  support  of  the  rule. — A 
bill  in  equity  is  only  evidence  that  a  suit  was  depending 
between  the  parties,  in  which  certain  matters  were  in  dis- 
pute, and  not  evidence  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  bill :  Lord 
Ferrers  v.  Shirley  (c),  Doe  d.  Botverman  v.  Syboum  (d), 
Banbury  Peerage  case(b).  The  same  principle  applies  to  a 
bill  in  equity  as  to  proceedings  at  common  law.  A  decla- 
ration is  not  evidence  against  the  plaintiff  of  the  facts 
therein  stated,  nor  is  a  plea  evidence  against  the  defend- 
ant; but  those  pleadings  are  simply  evidence  to  shew  the 
existence  of  a  suit,  and  what  was  in  issue  between  the 

(a)  10  A.  t  E.  464.  (e)  Fitz.  196. 

{b)  2  Sel.  N.  P.  766, 10th  edit.  (d)  7  T.  R.  2. 
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1848.  parties.  In  the  ordinary  case  of  an  action  for  goods  sold 
BoiLEAu  ftnd  delivered,  with  pleas  of  the  general  issue  and  pay- 
EuTUK.  i^cnt,  could  the  latter  plea  be  taken  as  an  admission  that 
the  goods  were  in  fact  sold?  Suppose  a  plaintiff  declared 
on  a  contract  to  pay  202.,  and  at  a  future  day  deliver  a 
horse,  and  assigned  but  one  breach  for  non-payment  of 
the  money  (the  time  for  the  delivery  of  the  horse  not 
having  then  arrived),  to  which  the  defendant  pleaded  pay- 
ment, and  obtained  a  verdict,  if  the  plaintiff  afterwards 
sued  in  respect  of  the  non-delivery  of  the  horse,  and  the 
defendant  pleaded  non  assumpsit  to  that  action,  could  the 
pleadings  in  the  first  action  be  given  in  evidence  against 
the  defendant  as  an  admission  of  the  contract?  Or  sup- 
pose a  declaration  containing  two  counts,  the  one  on  a 
contract  by  the  defendant  to  pay  1002.  two  months  after 
date,  the  other  alleging,  that,  in  consideration  that  the 
plaintiff  would  release  the  defendant  firom  the  first  con- 
tract, he  promised  to  pay  the  plaintiff  1002.;  if  the  defend- 
ant should  plead  to  the  first  count  a  release,  and  to  the 
second  non  assumpsit,  could  the  first  plea  be  used  as  an 
admission  of  the  second  contract?  If  the  statements  in 
pleadings  are  equivalent  to  admissions  in  the  presence  of 
witnesses,  they  must  be  so  for  all  purposes;  and  even  if 
a  plea  were  amended,  the  original  plea  would  neverthe- 
less be  evidence  against  the  defendant  But  it  is  dear 
that  admissions  in  one  plea  are  no  proof  of  the  allegations 
contained  in  another:  Edmunds  v.  OT(yoea{ci)\  Smith  v. 
Martin  (&) ;  and  if  not  evidence  in  the  same  cause,  how 
can  they  be  so  in  a  different  action?  The  passage  cited 
fromBac.  Abr.,  "Evidence,''  (F.)  (c),  must  be  understood  with 
reference  to  proceedings  upon  a  bUl  previously  filed  and 
offered  in  evidence  in  another  suit  then  before  the  Court. 
It  proceeds  thus: — "But  where  a  bill  is  exhibited,  and 

(a)  2  M.  &  W.  642.  (b)  1  Dowl.,  N.  S.  418. 

{c)  Vol.  3,  p.  263,  7th  edit. 
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there  are  no  proceedings  upon  it,  then  it  cannot  be  given  ^^848, 
in  evidence,  unless  they  prove  a  privity  in  the  party;  for 
a  man  may  file  a  bill  in  another's  name  to  rob  him  of 
his  evidence  by  a  sham  confession;  and  therefore,  a  bill 
filed  without  any  proceedings  upon  it,  has  not  the  force 
of  an  evidence;  for  no  man  can  suppose  that  the  party 
did  himself  file  the  bill;  for  the  bill,  without  any  pro- 
ceedings to  bring  the  adversary  to  answer  it,  is  of  no 
use  to  the  party;  and  therefore,  it  must  be  supposed 
rather  to  be  filed  by  a  stranger,  to  do  him  an  injury." 
In  Starlde  on  Evidence  (a)  it  is  said,  "  A  bill  in  equity 
is  always  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  proving  as  a  fact, 
that  such  a  bill  has  been  filed.  But  a  bill  in  equity  is  not 
admissible,  as  it  seems,  in  any  case,  even  against  the  plain- 
tiff himself,  or  those  who  claim  through  him,  as  to  any 
facts  alleged  in  the  bill,  even  although  they  relate  to  mat- 
ters of  pedigree."  In  Gresley's  ''  Evidence  in  Equity"  it 
is  said  (6),  ''  The  statements  in  the  bill  may  be  ranked 
among  admissions,  though  perhaps  they  are  not  quite  pro- 
perly so  called.  They  are,  in  truth,  the  exposition  of  the 
case  on  which  relief  is  sought,  and  to  refer  to  them  is  ex- 
actly similar  to  using  the  argument  ex^  hypothesi  in  logic." 
Again (c),  "As  for  pleadings  in  equity,  a  bill  is  evidence 
of  nothing  whatever  except  the  bare  fact  of  such  bill  hav- 
ing been  filed.  It  is  often  necessary  that  it  should  be 
proved,  in  order  to  let  in  the  answer  or  depositions  of  the 
witnesses,  and  then  to  shew  what  facts  were  in  issue.  But 
of  itself  it  does  not  even  prove  the  existence  of  a  suit, — 'for 
it  is  no  suit  depending  tUl  the  parties  have  appeared,  or 
been  served  to  appear,  but  only  a  piece  of  parchment 
thrown  into  the  office,  which  may  lie  there  for  ever  and 
never  come  to  a  suited)-  Still  lesswillitbe  received toprove 
the  truth  of  its  own  assertions  or  denials,  though  it  be  of- 

(a)  Vol.  1,  p.  331,  3pd  edit.         (d)  Ifaor  v.  Wdsh  Copper  C(m^ 

(b)  Page  9,  2iid  edit.  party,  1  £q.  Ga.  Abr.  39. 

(c)  Page  426. 
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1848.  ^  fered  as  nothing  more  than  the  declaration  of  an  ancestor 
in  a  question  of  pedigree;  for  bills  in  equity  are  notoriously 
filled  with  fictitious  matter.  Neither  is  it  allowed  to  be 
used  against  the  plainti£f,  the  assertor  of  these  false  alle- 
gations, because  it  has  been  found  by  experience,  th&t, 
under  the  present  system  of  pleading,  no  process  is  so  effi- 
cacious as  alleging,  in  eyentually  eliciting  the  trutL  The 
Court  looks  on  these  allegations  as  the  mere  suggestions  of 
counsel,  and  connives  at  statements  and  charges  being 
made,  for  the  sole  purpose  of  putting  questions  founded 
upon  them  to  the  defendant"  In  Med/xdfe  r.  Medoaift  (a). 
Lord  Hardtificke  said,  "  At  law  the  rule  of  evidence  is, 
that  a  bill  in  Chancery  ought  not  to  be  received  in  evi- 
dence, for  it  is  taken  to  be  the  suggestions  of  counsel  only; 
but  in  this  Court  it  has  been  often  allowed.'^  There,  how- 
ever, the  bill  was  read  in  the  very  same  suit  [Aldenon, 
B. — ^It  might  have  been  read  for  the  purpose  of  limiting 
the  proof,  by  shewing  that  certain  evidence  was  inadmis- 
sible, because  the  party  had  not  made  a  particular  state- 
ment in  his  bill.]  In  KUbee  v.  Sneyd  (b),  Lord  Chancellor 
Hart  refused  to  allow  a  bill  to  be  read  as  evidence,  saying, 
"  The  Court  never  reads  a  bill  as  evidence  of  the  plain- 
tiff's knowledge  of  a  fact  It  is  mere  pleader's  matter. 
The  statements  of  a  bill  are  no  more  than  the  flourishes 
of  a  draughtsman.''  SlcEtterie  v.  Paoley  (c),  and  Howard 
V.  Smith  ((2),  are  cases  in  which  the  declarations  of  a  party 
to  a  suit,  in  respect  of  a  written  document,  were  held  to 
be  evidence  against  him.  But  an  admission  by  the  defend- 
ant in  an  answer  in  Chancery,  is  merely  secondary  evi- 
dence of  the  execution  of  a  deed,  and  therefore  does  not 
supersede  the  necessity  of  proving  it  by  the  subscribing 
witness:  CaU  v.  Dunning  (e) ;  2  Stark.  Evid.  25.    In  Snow 


(a)  1  Atk.  63.  (d)  3  Scott  N.  B.  574. 

(b)  2  MoUoy,  208.  («?)  4  East,  53. 
((?)  6  M.  &  W.  664. 
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d.  Lard  Crawley  v.  PhiUipa  (a)  the  answer  and  other  pro-  ^1848. 
ceedings  in  the  suit  were  admitted  in  evidence,  as  shew- 
ing the  privity  of  the  party  in  whose  name  the  biU  was 
filed.  In  Roe  d.  Lord  TrinUestovm  v.  Kemmie  (6)  the  bill 
was  produced  by  the  defendant  for  the  purpose  of  shewing 
the  subject-matter  of  the  suit,  and  that  certain  matters 
were  in  issue  between  the  parties.  In  Brickell  v.  Hulse  (c) 
the  party  had  used  the  affidavit  as  a  true  statement,  and 
therefore  it  was  admitted  as  evidence  against  him.  The 
Court  there  advert  to  the  distinction  between  affidavits  so 
used  and  depositions  made  in  a  suit  in  equity.  [Parke,  B. 
— ^The  marginal  note  to  that  case  is  not  quite  conrect  (cQ. 
If  a  person  uses  an  affidavit  containing  a  hundred  different 
statements,  they  cannot  all  be  evidence  against  him.  Al- 
derson,  B. — The  decision  itself  is  quite  correct;  and  the 
marginal  note  should  have  been,  "  Where  a  sheriff,  in  a 
case  of  interpleader  before  a  judge,  puts  in  an  affidavit  of 
his  officer,  that  the  latter  seized  the  goods,  that  is  evidence 
as  against  a  sheriff,  that  the  officer  did  so  seize.'"]  In  Oard- 
ner  v.  MouU  (e)  the  creditor  sent  his  servant  to  prove  a 
particular  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  so  made  the  deposition 
evidence  against  him  of  such  act  of  bankruptcy.  In  Cole 
V.  Hadley{f)  it  does  not  clearly  appear  upon  what  ground 
the  evidence  was  held  admissible.  It  may  have  been  that 
the  witness  was  the  plaintiff's  agent,  sent  to  lay  the  in- 
formation. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Pabke,  B. — ^This  case  wasargued  before  mybrothersil^cier- 
son^Rolfef  and  PUMy  and  myself,  on  two  days  in  the  course 
of  the  sittings  in  and  after  Hilary  Term,  on  shewing  cause 

(a)  1  Sid.  220.  ((Q  See  2  N.  <k  P.  426. 

(*)  9  C.  &  P.  749.  (e)  10  A.  &.  E.  464. 

(c)  7  A.iiE.  454.  (/)  11  A.  &  E.  807. 
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1848^      against  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plidntiff,  pursu- 
ant to  leave  reserved  by  Lord  DeTiman.    The  action  was  for 
theuse  and  occupation  of  the  plamtiff's  house  forfour  years 
and  a  quarter,  ending  at  Christmas,  1846.    The  defend- 
ant's answer  was,  that  he  had  been  let  into  possession  on  an 
agreement  to  purchase  the  plaintiff's  leasehold  interest  for 
6302.,  and  continued  in  such  possession  for  some  time.  The 
defendant  paid  into  court  a  sum  sufficient  to  cover  the 
compensation  for  the  occupation  from  the  end  of  that  time 
till  Christmas;  and  the  question  was,  whether  he  was 
bound  to  pay  the  remainder.     In  order  to  discharge  him- 
self from  the  rent  for  this  period,  it  was  necessary  for  him 
to  prove  that  there  was  an  agreement  to  purchase,  under 
which  he  entered.     He  had  given  notice  to  produce  the 
agreement;  and,  though  the  plaintiff  offered  to  produce  it, 
he  did  not  call  for  it,  but  he  put  in,  as  evidence  of  the 
agreement,  the  plaintiff's  bill  in  Chancery,  which  had 
been  filed  to  compel  the  defendant  to  perform  it,  and 
which  of  course  stated  the  terms  of  it.    The  defendant  had 
answered,  and  the  cause  had  proceeded  to  a  hearing.    It 
was  objected,  that  the  statements  in  the  bill  were  inad- 
missible as  evidence  against  the  plaintiff.    Lord  Denman 
received  the  bill  as  some  evidence  of  the  contract,  reserving 
the  point;  and  the  question  in  the  case  is,  whether  the  bill 
ought  to  have  been  received  for  that  purposa     It  was  not 
doubted  that,  if  it  was  to  be  received,  it  was  primary  evi- 
dence, on  the  principle  of  the  case  oiSlaUerie  v.  Pooley{a), 
It  is  certain  that  a  bill  in  Chancery  is  no  evidence 
against  the  party  in  whose  name  it  is  filed,  unless  his  pri- 
vity to  it  is  shewn.    That  was  decided  in  WooHeU  v.  Ro- 
berts (b)y  though  no  such  decision  was  wanted.     The  pro- 
ceedings on  such  a  bill,  after  answer,  tend  to  diminish  the 
presumption  that  it  might  have  been  filed  by  a  stranger, 
and  appear  to  have  been  held  sufficient  to  establish  the 

(a)  6  M.  4fe  W.  664.  (J)  1  Ch.  Oa.  64. 
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privity  of  the  party  in  whose  name  it  was  filed :  Snow  d.  ^®^ 
Lord  Croiwley  v.  Ph%Uip8{a).  When  that  privity  is  estar 
blished,  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  bill  is  admissible  to 
shew  the  fact  that  such  a  suit  was  instituted,  and  what  the 
subject  of  it  was;  but  the  question  is,  whether  the  state- 
ments in  it  are  any  evidence  against  the  plaintiff  of  their 
truth,  on  the  footing  of  an  admissioiL  Upon  this  point 
the  authorities  are  conflicting. 

In  the  case  referred  to  in  Siderfin,  it  would  seem  that 
the  bill,  which  was  filed  by  the  defendant  to  be  relieved 
from  a  bond  as  simoniacal,  was  used  against  him  to  prove 
that  he  was  simoniacally  presented;  but  it  does  not  very 
distinctly  so  appear. 

In  Buller's  Nisi  Prius(&)  a  bill  in  Chancery  is  said  to 
be  "  evidence  against  the  complainant,  for  the  allegations 
of  every  man's  bill  shall  be  supposed  to  be  true;  and 
therefore,  it  amounts  to  a  confession  and  admission  of  the 
truth  of  any  faot;  and  if  the  counsel  have  mingled  in  it 
any  fact  that  is  not  true,  the  party  may  have  his  action."' 
And,  after  referring  to  the  conflicting  authority  in  Fitz- 
gibbon,  196,  the  author  of  that  Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Nisi 
Prius(c)  lays  it  down  as  a  clear  proposition,  that  where 
the  matter  is  stated  by  the  bill  as  a  fact  on  which  the 
plaintiff  founds  his  claim  for  relief,  it  will  be  admitted  in 
evidence,  and  will  amount  to  proof  of  a  confession. 

These  are  the  authorities  in  favour  of  the  defendant. 
The  recent  case  of  Lord  Trvmlestown  v.  Kemmis^d),  which 
was  also  mentioned,  is  not  one  in  his  favour,  for  the  bill 
was  there  admitted  to  shew  what  the  subject  of  the  suit 
was,  and  to  explain  a  subsequent  agreement  for  a  settle- 
ment between  the  parties. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  the  above-mentioned  case  oiLord 

(a)  1  Sid.  220.  Treaiise  was  written  by  Lord  Ba- 

(5)  Page  236.  thura^  though  published  in  the 

(c)  In  the  ooune  of  the  ai^-  name  of  Mr.  JuBtioe  BiUUr. 

ment  Parke^  B.,  stated,  that  the  (d)  9  0.  <fe  F.  749. 
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1848.  ^  Ferrers  v.  Shirley  (a),  a  bill  preferred  by  the  defendant,  stat- 
ing the  existence  of  a  deed  at  that  time,  was  objected  to 
as  proof  of  that  fact,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  no  more 
than  the  surmise  of  counsel  for  the  better  discoveiy  of  the 
title ;  and  the  Court  would  not  suffer  it  to  be  read  And 
Lord  Kenyon,  in  Doe  d.  Bawermcm  v.  Syboum(b\  where 
the  distinction  was  insisted  upon  between  facts  stated  by 
way  of  inducement,  and  those  whereon  the  plaintiff  founds 
his  claim  for  relief,  rejected  that  distinction,  and  pro- 
nounced his  judgment,  in  which  the  Court  acquiesced, 
that  a  bill  in  Chancery  is  never  admitted  farther  than  to 
shew  that  such  a  bill  did  exist,  and  that  certain  facts 
were  in  issue  between  the  parties,  in  order  to  let  in  the 
answer  or  depositions.  And  it  appears  that  in  Taylor  y. 
C6le(c)  his  Lordship  held  the  same  doctrine;  with  the  ex- 
ception, that  a  bill  in  Chancery  by  an  ancestor  was  eyi- 
dence  to  prove  a  family  pedigree  (stated  therein,  in  the 
same  manner  as  an  inscription  on  a  tombstone,  or  an  en- 
try in  a  bible. 

This  exception  also  was  disallowed  by  the  opinion  of 
the  judges  in  the  Bavhwy  Peerage  case,  (reported  in  2  Sel- 
wyn's  Nisi  Prius,  766, 10th  ed.,  and  correctly  reported,  for  I 
have  examined  the  books  of  the  Committee  of  Privileges, 
28th  February  and  30th  May,  1809).  The^  judges  unani- 
mously held,  that  a  bill  in  equity  was  no  proof  of  the  facts 
thereon  alleged,  or  as  a  declaration  respecting  pedigree; 
that  it  made  no  distinction  that  the  bill  was  filed  for  re- 
lief And,  in  answer  to  the  question,  whether  any  bill 
in  Chancery  can  ever  be  received  as  evidence  in  a  court 
of  law,  to  prove  any  facts  either  alleged  or  denied  in  such 
bill,  the  judges  gave  their  opinion,  that,  generaUy  speak- 
ing, a  bill  in  Chancery  cannot  be  received  as  evidence  to 
prove  any  fact  alleged  or  denied  in  such  bilL-  But,  whether 
any  possible  case  might  be  put  which  would  form  an  excep- 

(a)  ntsB.  195.  {h)  7  T.  R.  2.  (e)  7  T.  R.  9,  n. 
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tion  to  such  general  rule,  the  judges  could  not  undertake  to  1848. 
say.  In  the  case  of  Medcaife  v.  Medc(dfe(a),  Lord  Chancel- 
lor Harduuicke  held,  that  the  rule  of  evidence  at  law  was, 
that  a  bill  in  Chancery  ought  not  to  be  received  in  evi- 
dence, for  it  is  taken  to  be  the  suggestion  of  counsel  only; 
but  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  it  had  been  often  allowed, 
and  the  bill  was  read.  This  distinction  was  afterwards 
repudiated  in  the  case  ofKHbee  v.  Sneyd(b),  by  Lord  Chan- 
cellor Hart  When  the  defendant's  counsel  offered  to  read 
part  of  the  bill,  as  proof  of  certain  facts  on  which  he  rested 
part  of  his  defence,  the  Lord  Chancellor  said,  the  Court 
never  read  a  bill  as  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  knowledge 
of  a  fact:  "  It  is  mere  pleader's  matter;  the  statements  of 
a  bill  are  no  more  than  the  flourishes  of  the  draughts- 
man;" and  that  no  decree  was  ever  founded  on  the  alle- 
gations of  a  plaintiff's  bill,  as  evidence  of  facts;  and  he 
further  said,  that  the  statements  of  a  bill  are  not  evidence, 
and  the  Registrar  could  not  entqr  any  part  of  it  on  his 
notes  as  read. 

In  this  state  of  the  authorities  directly  bearing  upon 
this  question,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  weight  of 
them  is  against  the  reception  of  a  bill  in  equity  as  an 
admission  of  the  truth  of  any  of  the  alleged  facts.  But 
it  was  argued,  that  there  are  many  more  recent  authorities 
indirectly  bearing  upon  this  question,  which  afford  a  strong 
analogy  in  favour  of  the  reception  of  a  bill  in  equity  as 
evidence  in  the  nature  of  a  confession.  These  are  the 
cases  of  BridceU  v.  Hidse{c)  and  Gardner  v.  McmU  (d).  In 
the  first  of  these,  a  party  using  an  affidavit  on  a  motion, 
in  the  second,  by  sending  another  to  state  a  particular 
fact,  was  held  to  make  the  affidavit  and  statement  respect- 
ively evidence  against  himself  These  cases  do  not  fall 
under  the  description  of  pleadings  by  parties;  they  are 


(a)  1  Atk.  63.  (c)  7  A.  &  E.  454. 

{b)  2  MoUoy,  208.  {d)  10  A.  &  E.  464. 


I 
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1848.  rather  instances  of  admission  bj  conduct^  and  are  analo- 
gous to  those  in  which  the  declarations  of  third  persons 
are  made  eyidence  by  the  express  reference  of  the  party 
to  them  as  being  true.  This  is  the  explanation  veiy 
rightly  given  in  Mr.  Taylor's  recent  Treatise  on  Evidence. 
In  the  fibrst  of  the  above-mentioned  cases  it  may  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  defendant  prepared  the  affidavit,  which  he 
afterwards  exhibited  as  true;  at  all  events,  that  he  exhi- 
bited it  for  the  purpose  of  proving  a  certain  faxL  In  the 
second,  it  must  be  taken  that  he  sent  the  servant  to  prove 
a  particular  act  of  bankruptcy;  for,  if  he  sent  him  to  be 
examined  as  a  witness,  and  to  give  evidence  generally  as 
to  any  act  to  which  the  commissioner  might  examine  him, 
there  could  be  no  reason  for  holding  that  his  answers 
would  be  evidence  against  the  party,  any  more  than  there 
would  be  for  receiving  the  evidence  of  a  witness  examined 
by  a  party  in  an  ordinary  trial  at  law,  as  aii  implied  admis- 
sion by  him,  which,  it  is  conceded,  can  never  be  done.  (See 
Lord  Be/fMna/ae  judgment  in  both  the  cases  last  cited). 
The  case  of  Qole  v.  Hadley  (a)  was  also  referred  to  as  an 
authority.  From  the  short  report  of  that  case,  it  is  not 
clear  on  what  ground  the  evidence  was  received.  It  would 
seem  that  it  was  received  as  the  deposition  of  a  witness  on 
a  prior  inquiry,  between  the  same  parties,  on  the  same 
question.  It  could  not  be  on  the  ground  that  the  state- 
ment was  evidence  against  the  party,  simply  because  the 
witness  was  produced  by  him,  as  the  contrary  was  laid 
down  in  the  two  cases  of  BrickeH  Y,Hube  and  Oardner  v. 
MouUy  which  were  referred  to.  These  authorities,  there- 
fore, afford  no  reason  for  doubting  the  propriety  of  the 
decisions  above  referred  to  as  to  bills  in  equity.  It  would 
seem  that  those,  as  well  as  pleadings  at  common  law,  are 
not  to  be  treated  as  positive  allegations  of  the  truth  of  the 
facts  therein,  for  all  purposes,  but  only  as  statements  of  the 

(a)  11  A.  <fe  E.  807. 
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case  of  the  party,  to  be  admitted  or  denied  by  the  opposite     ^1848. 
side,  and  if  denied  to  be  proved,  and  ultimately  submitted 
for  judicial  decision. 

The  facts  actually  decided  by  an  issue  in  any  suit  cannot 
be  again  litigated  between  the  same  parties,  and  are  evi* 
dence  between  them,  and  that  conclusive,  upon  a  different 
principle,  and  for  the  purpose  of  terminating  litigation ; 
and  so  are  the  material  facts  alleged  by  one  party,  which 
are  directly  admitted  by  the  opposite  party,  or  indirectly 
admitted  by  taking  a  traverse  on  some  other  facts,  but 
only  if  the  traverse  is  found  against  the  party  making  it 
But  the  statements  of  a  party  in  a  declaration  or  plea^ 
though,  for  the  purposes  of  the  cause,  he  is  bound  by  those 
that  are  material,  and  the  evidence  must  be  confined  to 
them  upon  an  issue,  ought  not,  it  should  seem,  to  be 
treated  as  confessions  of  the  truth  of  the  facts  stated. 

Many  cases  were  suggested  in  the  argument  before  us,  of 
the  inconveniences  and  absurdities  which  would  follow 
from  their  admission  as  evidence  in  other  suits,  of  the 
truth  of  the  facts  stated.  There  is,  however,  we  believe, 
no  direct  authority  on  this  point  The  dictum  of  Lord 
Chief  Justice  Tindaly  in  The  Fishmongers'  Compcmy  v. 
Robinson  (a),  which  was  referred  to  in  argument,  seems  to 
be  considered  as  amounting  to  a  decision  on  this  point;  but 
it  was  unnecessary  for  the  determination  of  that  case.  It 
is  enough,  however,  to  say,  that,  as  to  bills  of  equity,  the 
weight  of  authority  is  clearly  against  their  admissibility, 
for  the  only  purpose  for  which  they  were  material  in  the 
present  case;  and  we  are  bound  by  that  authority. 

It  becomes  unnecessary  to  consider  the  other  point 
argued  before  ua  The  rule  must  be  absolute  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  the  larger  sum,  as  the  defendant  cannot  be 
aUowed  anything  for  repairs. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  5  M.  &  0.  192. 
VOL.  XL  Y  T  BXCH. 
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1848.  proxies,  500  persons,  holding  2985  shares,  issued  as 
Ck>uFLAin)  scrip  and  receipts,  before  the  31st  March,  1846.  That 
f^^rVw  the  chairman  put  to  the  meeting  the  two  questions, 
whereof  notice  had  been  given,  and  the  persons  pre- 
sent and  entitled  to  vote  did  yote,  by  each  giving  one 
vote  in  respect  of  each  share  held  by  him,  which  votes 
amounted  to  29852.  That  the  votes  were  taken  by  the 
scrutineers,  who  declared  in  writing  that  2845  of  the 
votes  were  in  favour  of  such  dissolution,  and  against  the 
same  being  taken  to  be  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  that 
140  of  the  votes  were  neuter;  and  because  the  persons  who 
voted  did  not  represent  one-third  of  the  shares  issued  as 
scrip  and  receipts,  the  chairman  caused  the  votes  so  taken 
to  be  recorded,  and  adjourned  the  meeting.  The  plea  then 
alleged,  in  similar  terms,  notice  of  the  adjourned  meeting, 
which  was  duly  held,  and  at  which  there  were  present,  hy 
themselves  or  their  proxies,  500  persons  holding  3795 
shares,  issued  as  scrip  and  receipts  before  the  31st  of 
March,  1846,  but  being  other  than  the  shares  in  respect  of 
which  the  votes  had  been  given  at  the  original  meeting; 
which  persons  so  present  voted  at  the  said  adjourned 
meeting,  and  the  votes  so  given  amounted  to  3795;  that 
the  votes  were  taken  by  the  scrutineers,  who  then  declared 
that  3785  were  in  favour  of  such  dissolution,  and  against 
the  same  being  taken  to  be  such  act  of  bankruptcy,  and 
that  10  of  the  votes  were  neuter;  that  the  total  number  of 
votes  given  at  the  original  and  adjourned  meetings,  in  h- 
Your  of  such  dissolution  and  against  such  bankruptcy, 
were  6630,  being  a  majority  of  the  votes  of  the  whole  scrip 
and  receipts  issued;  that,  at  the  said  meetings,  minutes  of 
the  proceedings  were  made  and  signed  by  the  chairman, 
and  countersigned  by  two  of  the  scrutineers,  and  after- 
wards advertised;  and  thereupon  the  dissolution  of  the 
Company  became  and  was  completed  and  effected,  accord- 
ing to  the  statute,  and  the  carrying  into  effect  of  the  under- 
taking thereupon  then  finally  ceased  to  be  proceeded  with, 
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and  was  wholly  given  up  and  at  an  end;  and  thereupon,        1848. 

hj  force  of  the  statute,  the  affairs  of  the  Company  became     Oouflahd 

and  were,  and  still  are,  liable  to  be  wound  up  according      ctulua. 

to  the  rules  applicable  to  the  dissolution  of  partnership 

undertakings,  as  if  the  undertaking  had  been  dissolved  by 

the  mutual  consent  of  all  the  partners  therein;  and  the 

said  sum  of  2102.,  parcel  &c.,  which,  from  the  time  of  the 

payment  thereof,  has  been,  and  still  is,  part  of  the  capital 

and  assets  of  the  Company,  subscribed  for  and  to  be  used 

in  and  about  the  purposes  of  the  undertaking  if  the  same 

had  been  proceeded  with,  by  reason  of  the  premises  then 

became  and  was,  and  still  is,  subject  to  the  resolution  for 

the  dissolution  of  the  Company,  and  the  plaintiff's  claim 

and  demand  in  this  action  in  respect  thereof  still  is  a  part 

of  the  affairs  of  the  Company  to  be  so  wound  up;  that,  at 

the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  the  affairs  of 

the  Company  had  not  been  in  any  manner  wound  up,  nor 

had  a  reasonable  time  then  elapsed  for  the  winding  up  of 

the  same. — ^Verification. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes  (amongst  others), 
that  the  plea  was  an  argumentative  statement  of  facts 
which  amount  to  the  general  issuc-^oinder  in  demurrer. 

Hoggins  argued,  in  support  of  the  demurrer  (December 
7). — ^The  facts  stated  in  the  plea  shew  that  the  sum  sought 
to  be  recovered  never  was  at  any  time  money  had  and  re- 
ceived by  the  defendant  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
money  was  deposited  with  the  defendantforpartnership  pur- 
poses; and  he  continued  so  to  hold  it  until  the  shareholders 
resolved  that  the  affairs  of  the  Company  should  be  wound 
up.    As  yet  no  account  whatever  has  been  taken. 

Maynardy  contri. — The  plea  gives  sufficient  colour,  if 
at  any  time  the  defendant  held  the  money  for  the  plain- 
tiff's use.  It  is  apparent  that  a  right  to  recover  it  back 
accrued  to  the  plaintiff,  between  the  time  of  making  the 
deposit  and  the  resolution  to  dissolve  the  Company.    The 
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1848.  proxies,  500  persons,  holding  2985  shares,  issued  as 
OouPLAND  scrip  and  receipts,  before  the  31st  March,  1846.  That 
naAt.r.iu  ^^^  chairman  put  to  the  meeting  the  two  questions, 
whereof  notice  had  been  given,  and  the  persons  pre- 
sent and  entitled  to  vote  did  vote,  by  each  giving  one 
vote  in  respect  of  each  share  held  by  him,  which  votes 
amounted  to  29852.  That  the  votes  were  taken  by  the 
scrutineers,  who  declared  in  writing  that  2845  of  the 
votes  were  in  favour  of  such  dissolution,  and  against  the 
same  being  taken  to  be  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  that 
140  of  the  votes  were  neuter;  and  because  the  persons  who 
voted  did  not  represent  one-third  of  the  shares  issued  as 
scrip  and  receipts,  the  chairman  caused  the  votes  so  taken 
to  be  recorded,  and  adjourned  the  meeting.  The  plea  then 
alleged,  in  similar  terms,  notice  of  the  adjourned  meeting, 
which  was  duly  held,  and  at  which  there  were  present,  by 
themselves  or  their  proxies,  500  persons  holding  3795 
shares,  issued  as  scrip  and  receipts  before  the  31st  of 
March,  1846,  but  being  other  than  the  shares  in  respect  of 
which  the  votes  had  been  given  at  the  original  meeting; 
which  persons  so  present  voted  at  the  said  adjourned 
meeting,  and  the  votes  so  given  amounted  to  3795;  that 
the  votes  were  taken  by  the  scrutineers,  who  then  declared 
that  3785  were  in  favour  of  such  dissolution,  and  against 
the  same  being  taken  to  be  such  act  of  bankruptcy,  and 
that  10  of  the  votes  were  neuter;  that  the  total  number  of 
votes  given  at  the  original  and  adjourned  meetings,  in  fii- 
vour  of  such  dissolution  and  against  such  bankruptcy, 
were  6630,  being  a  majority  of  the  votes  of  the  whole  scrip 
and  receipts  issued;  that,  at  the  said  meetings,  minutes  of 
the  proceedings  were  made  and  signed  by  the  chairman, 
and  countersigned  by  two  of  the  scrutineers,  and  after- 
wards advertised;  and  thereupon  the  dissolution  of  the 
Company  became  and  was  completed  and  effected,  accord- 
ing to  the  statute,  and  the  carrying  into  effect  of  the  under- 
taking thereupon  then  finally  ceased  to  be  proceeded  with, 
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and  was  wholly  given  up  and  at  an  end;  and  thereupon,        1848. 

by  force  of  the  statute,  the  affairs  of  the  Company  became     Oouflahd 

and  were,  and  still  are,  liable  to  be  wound  up  according      chaLib. 

to  the  rules  applicable  to  the  dissolution  of  partnership 

undertakings,  as  if  the  undertaking  had  been  dissolved  by 

the  mutual  consent  of  all  the  partners  therein;  and  the 

said  sum  of  2101,  parcel  &c.,  which,  from  the  time  of  the 

payment  thereof,  has  been,  and  still  is,  part  of  the  capital 

and  assets  of  the  Company,  subscribed  for  and  to  be  used 

in  and  about  the  purposes  of  the  undertaking  if  the  same 

had  been  proceeded  with,  by  reason  of  the  premises  then 

became  and  was,  and  still  is,  subject  to  the  resolution  for 

the  dissolution  of  the  Company,  and  the  plaintiff's  claim 

and  demand  in  this  action  in  respect  thereof  still  is  a  part 

of  the  affairs  of  the  Company  to  be  so  wound  up;  that,  at 

the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  the  affairs  of 

the  Company  had  not  been  in  any  manner  wound  up,  nor 

had  a  reasonable  time  then  elapsed  for  the  winding  up  of 

the  same. — ^Verification. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes  (amongst  others), 
that  the  plea  was  an  argumentative  statement  of  facts 
which  amount  to  the  general  issue. — Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Hoggins  ax^gued,  in  support  of  the  demurrer  (December 
7). — ^The  £Ekcts  stated  in  the  plea  shew  that  the  sum  sought 
to  be  recovered  never  was  at  any  time  money  had  and  re- 
ceived by  the  defendant  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
money  was  deposited  with  the  defendantforpartnership  pur- 
poses; and  he  continued  so  to  hold  it  until  the  shareholders 
resolved  that  the  affairs  of  the  Company  should  be  wound 
up.    As  yet  no  account  whatever  has  been  taken. 

Maynard,  contri. — The  plea  gives  sufficient  colour,  if 
at  any  time  the  defendant  held  the  money  for  the  plain- 
tiff's use.  It  is  apparent  that  a  right  to  recover  it  back 
accrued  to  the  plaintiff,  between  the  time  of  making  the 
deposit  and  the  resolution  to  dissolve  the  Company.    The 
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1848.  piea^  therefore,  confesses  a  cause  of  action  at  one  time 
OocFLAXD  subsisting,  and  avoids  it  by  matter  ez  post  facto.  There 
QaJjjja,  ^  ^^  admitted  failure  of  consideration,  giving  a  colour- 
able right  to  sue,  which  is  taken  away  by  the  proceedings 
under  the  Winding-up  Act,  9  &  10  Vict  c.  28;  conse- 
quently, the  plea  is  good  upon  the  principle  laid  down  by 
Bayley,  J.,  in  Carr  v.  HinchcUff(a).  But,  even  supposing; 
that,  between  the  time  of  payment  and  the  resolution  to 
dissolve  the  Company,  there  was,  in  point  of  fact,  no  in- 
terval in  which  the  deposit  became  money  received  for 
the  plaintiff's  use,  the  plea  would  nevertheless  be  good, 
as  giving  implied  colour:  Doctor  Leyfidd'a  case  (b).  The 
defendant  is  not  bound  to  shew  expressly  how  this  sum 
became  money  received  for  the  plaintiff's  use;  but  there  is 
sufficient  implied  colour,  if  the  &cts  alleged  in  the  plea 
are  not  inconsistent  with  its  having  been  so  received. 
Whenever  the  facts  charged  in  the  declaration  are  ad- 
mitted, and  their  legal  operation  is  disputed  by  the  matter 
alleged  in  the  plea,  the  plaintiff  has  an  implied  colour  of 
action.  The  plea  of  liberum  tenementum  has  always  been 
considered  as  giving  implied  colour,  by  admitting  the  fiict 
of  the  plaintiff's  possession,  though  it  only  does  so  by  not 
denying  matter  inconsistent  with  it(c).  In  the  case  of 
Owen  V.  CfhaUis  (d),  a  similar  plea  to  the  present  was  de- 
murred to,  and  the  point  is  still  under  the  consideration 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleaa 

HoggvnSj  in  reply. — ^There  is  no  confession  of  tiie  cause 
of  action.  The  declaration  alleges  that  the  defendant  re- 
ceived the  money  for  the  plaintiff's  use;  the  plea  admits 
the  receipt  of  it,  but  discloses  facts  amounting  to  a  denial 
that  it  was  ever  received  for  the  plaintiff's  use.  There  is 
neither  express  nor  implied  colour,  inasmuch  as  it  does 
not  distinctiy  appear  that  the  scheme  was  ever  abandoned; 

(a)  4  B.  <k  C.  551.  555,  n.  (5). 

(*)  10  Rep.  88.  {d)  6  C.  B.  116. 

{c)  1  Chit.  Plead.   7tfa  edit. 
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and  the  facts  stated  shew  that  the  promise  implied  by  law 
never  arose. 

Pa&kb,  R — ^Ajs  the  case  of  Otven  v.  ChaUia  appears  to 
resemble  this,  we  will  consult  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
respecting  it. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 
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1848. 

COXJFLJUSD 

V. 

Chalkjb. 


Pabkb,  B.,  now  said. — In  the  case  of  Coupkmd  v.  ChaUia 
the  question  was,  whether  the  plea  amounted  to  the  gene- 
ral issue.  The  same  point  arose  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  in  the  case  of  Owen  v.  ChaUia,  and  they  have  de- 
cided that  it  does.  There  must,  therefore,  be  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  may  amend  on  the  usual 
tenns,  otherwise, 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


c. 


Thb  Nobth  British  Insusakce  Cohpaitt  v.  Bikt. 


July  11* 


'OVEN ANT. — ^The  declaration  stated,  that,  by  an  in-  Adedantion 
denture  made  between  the  plaintiffs  of  the  one  part,  and  rtatodf^t, 
the  defendant  of  the  other  part,  (profert,)  reciting  that  the  ^^^J^^ 
defendant  had  effected  a  policy  of  assurance  with  the  piaintiffiiand 
North  British  Insurance  Company  on  his  own  life,  bearing  dting  that  the 

defendant  had 
efEscted  with  the  plaintifb  an  insoianoe  on  hia  life,  he  payiog  the  annual  premium  of  i9L  Bs,  id. 
on  or  before  the  24th  of  Jmie  in  eadi  year,  the  defen^Umt  oofenanted  with  the  plaintiffs  to 
pavthem  the  premiwnfl  and  all  other  smnaof  money  that  should  become  due  in  respect  of  the 
policy,  at  the  proper  times  for  that  purpose,  and  to  c(o  every  other  matter  or  thing  which  should 
be  neoessaiy  fi>r  Keeping  on  foot  the  policy.  First  breach :  that  defendant  did  not  pay  the 
plainti£b  the  premiums  which  became  due  in  respect  of  the  policy,  according  to  his  covenant; 
Imt,  on  the  contrary,  although  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  24th  of  June,  1847,  a  premium  of 
49^  Bs,  Ad.  became  due,  yet  the  defendant  did  not  then,  or  at  any  other  time,  pay  it. 
Second  breach :  that  the  defendant  did  not  do  all  such  matters  and  things  as  were  neceesarv 
for  keeping  on  foot  the  policy,  but,  on  the  contrary,  althongb  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  tiie  24th 
of  June,  1847,  it  was  necessary,  in  order  to  keep  tiie  policy  on  foot,  that  an  annual  premium 
should  be  paid  within  twenty-one  days  from  that  day,  yet  the  defendant  did  not,  within  that 
period,  or  at  any  other  time,  pay  it: — ffeld,  on  speciaL  demurrer,  that  both  breaches  were 
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1848.  date  on  or  about  the  25th  July,  1845,  for  assuring  the  sum 
NoBTH  of  20002.  to  be  paid  to  his  executors,  administrators,  or 
BUBAiTCQi  (^'  Assigns,  within  three  calendar  months  after  proof  of  his 
^^  decease,  he  or  they  paying  the  annual  premium  of  491 8&  4d 
on  or  before  the  24th  day  of  June  in  each  year  of  his  Ufe; 
and  that  the  defendant  had  applied  to  the  plaintift  to 
lend  him  10002.  at  interest,  which  the  plaintiffs  had  agreed 
to  do,  upon  having  the  security  therein  mentioned,  the 
defendant  covenanted  and  agreed  with  the  plaintiff,  that 
he  should  and  would  well  and  truly  pay  and  cause  to 
be  paid  to  the  plaintiffs  the  premiums  and  all  other 
sums  of  money  that  should  become  due  and  payable  in 
respect  of  the  said  policy,  at  the  proper  times  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  do  every  other  act,  matter,  or  thing,  which 
should  be  requisite  or  necessary  for  keeping  on  foot  the 
same.  Averment :  that  although  the  said  sum  of  lOOOl  was 
unpaid,  yet  the  defendant  did  not  nor  would,  after  the 
making  of  the  said  indenture,  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to 
the  plaintiffs  the  premiums  which  became  due  and  payable 
in  respect  of  the  said  policy,  according  to  the  form  and  effect 
of  his  said  covenant  in  that  behalf,  but  on  the  contrary 
thereof,  although,  aiter  the  making  of  the  said  indenture, 
and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the 
24th  day  of  June,  a.d.1847,  a  certain  premium,  towit^  to  the 
amount  of  492.  Ss.  4d,  became  and  was  due  and  payable  in 
respect  of  the  said  policy,  of  which  the  defendant  then  had 
notice,  yet  the  defendant  did  not  nor  would,  then  or  at 
any  other  time,  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  the  said  premium. 
And  the  plaintiffs  further  say,  that  the  defendant  did  not 
nor  would,  after  the  making  of  the  said  indenture,  do  all 
such  matters  or  things  as  were  necessary  for  keeping  on 
foot  the  said  policy,  but  on  the  contrary  thereof,  although, 
after  the  making  of  the  said  indenture,  and  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  said  24th  day  of 
June,  A.I).  1847,  it  became  and  was  requisite  and  necesr 
sary,  in  order  to  keep  the  same  policy  on  foot,  that  the  an- 
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noal  premium  payable  in  respect  thereof  should  be  duly        1B48. 
paid  within  twenty-one  days  from  that  day,  of  which  the       Nomh 
defendant  then  had  notice,  yet  the  defendant  did  not  nor    bukavcb  Oo. 
would,  within  the  period  last  aforesaid,  which  had  elapsed         -^ 
before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  or  at  any  other  time, 
pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  the  said  premium;  but  the  same 
was,  and  still  is,  wholly  unpaid,  contrary  to  the  covenant 
of  the  defendant  in  that  behalf 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes  that  the  first 
breach  does  not  correspond  with  the  covenant,  inasmuch 
as  the  covenant  is,  to  pay  the  premiums  at  the  proper 
times  for  that  purpose;  but  it  is  not  averred  that  the  day 
mentioned  was  the  proper  time  for  such  payment,  or  that 
the  proper  time  had  elapsed  before  the  commencement  of 
the  suit — ^That  the  last  breach  does  not  correspond  with 
the  covenant;  for  the  covenant  is,  that  the  defendant 
should  do  every  other  matter  or  thing  which  should  be 
requisite  or  necessary  for  keeping  on  foot  the  policy;  but 
the  breach  does  not  shew  any  fSailure  on  the  defendant's 
part  to  do  any  other  or  different  act,  matter,  or  thing 
than  the  payment  of  the  premiums,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
it  avers  merely  that  the  defendant  failed  to  do  something, 
as  mentioned  in  the  first  breach,  namely,  the  non-pay- 
ment of  premiums;  that,  if  the  last  breach  is  to  be  con- 
sidered a  breach  of  the  same  covenant  as  the  first  breach, 
then  the  declaration  is  double,  inasmuch  as  the  first  breach 
is  for  the  non-payment  of  the  said  premium  on  the  24th 
of  June;  and  the  second  breach  is  for  the  non-payment  of 
the  same  premium  within  twenty-one  days  from  that  day. 
— Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Lush  argued  in  support  of  the  demurrer  (June  5). — The 
first  breach  is  bad,  on  the  grounds  stated  in  the  special 
demurrer.  It  ought  either  to  have  averred  that  the  24th 
of  June  was  the  proper  time  for  payment  of  the  premiums^ 
or  to  have  set  out  the  policy,  and  so  have  shewn  the  pro- 
per time.    The  second  breach  is  also  bad,  inasmuch  as  it 
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1848,  ^  does  not  correspond  with  the  covenant  It  merely  allies 
a  default  in  payment  of  the  premiumsi  and  its  effect  is  to 
raise  matter  of  law  for  the  determination  of  the  juiy; 
whereas  it  is  for  the  Court  to  decide  whether,  upon  the 
true  construction  of  the  policy,  there  has  been  a  default 
in  payment  of  the  premiums  at  the  proper  time.  Besides, 
both  breaches  are  for  the  non-payment,  at  different  times, 
of  the  same  sum  of  money,  which  is  manifestly  inconsist- 
ent, and  renders  the  declaration  doubla 

CowH/ng^  contriL — ^The  first  breach  shews  a  defietult,  by 
alleging  that  the  defendant  did  not  pay  the  premitim 
"  when  it  became  due  and  payable.""  That  is  a  sufficient 
statement  of  the  proper  time  for  payment  The  second 
breach  is  in  respect  of  a  different  cause  of  action  firom  the 
first,  namely,  that,  although  the  premium  was  due  on  the 
24th  of  June,  and  it  became  necessary  that  the  defendsnt 
should  pay  it  within  twenty-one  days  afterwards,  yet  he 
had  failed  to  do  so.  The  declaration  is  not  double;  the 
covenant  in  the  policy  may  be  to  pay  on  the  day  the  pre- 
mium was  due,  or  within  twenty-one  days  afterwaida 

Lusk  rq>lied. 

Pollock,  C.  R — ^The  Court  entertuns  no  doubt  that  the 
first  breach  is  bad :  we  will  take  time  to  consider  the 
second. 

Cur.  adv.  volt 

BoLFE,  R  (after  stating  the  pleadings)  now  said. — ^With 
respect  to  the  first  breach,  we  expressed  our  opinion  at 
the  time  of  the  argument,  and  took  time  to  consider  the 
second.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  second  breach  is  also 
bad,  and  that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  judgment;  the 
plaintiffs,  however,  may  have  liberty  to  amend  on  the  vsoal 
terms. 

Amendment  accordingly. 
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Xo4o* 

Yak  Castbel  and  Others  v.  Bookeb  and  Others.  Jtd^f  ll. 

X  ROVER  for  coffee. — Pleas,  not  guUty,  and  not  pos-  L.,  S.,  &Co., 

theoorreipond- 
sessed.  ents  at  Rio  of 

At  the  trial,  before  Rolfe,  R,  at  the  Liverpool  Spring  eb^^^J  °^'" 
Assizes,  1848,  it  appeared  that  the  defendants  were  the  l^^erpoojf 

'  '  *^  .-11       purehaaeda 

assignees  of  Barton,  Irlam,  &  Higginson,  of  Liverpool,  who  quantity  of 
had  become  bankrupt,  and  that  the  plaintiffs,  who  were  own  mdit 
merchants  at  Rotterdam,  claimed  the  coffee  in  question,  J™?^^!!^' 
which  was  the  cargo  of  the  ship  "Vigilant,"  as  indorsees  with  funds 

Buppliod  by  B« 

for  value  of  the  bill  of  lading,  from  A  W.  Lyon,  of  Liver-  &  (5>.  For  the 
pool    A  W.  Lyon  traded  as  a  commission  merchant;  he  ^^^^Leon  ^ 
was  correspondent  of  and  agent  for  the  house  of  Lyon,  l!®^^'^?^, 
Schwind,  &Co.,  at  Rio  de  Janeiro,  and  was  a  partner  in  that  drew  bilk  on 
house.    In  the  month  of  September,  1847,  Barton,  Irlam,  &  the  cofibe  they 

shipped  on 
bowd  ATessel  of  B.  ft  Co.,  bound  for  ''  Cork  and  a  market."  An  invoice  was  made  out,  stating 
the  coffee  to  be  shipped  by  order  and  on  account  and  risk  of  B.  ft  Co. ;  but  L.,  S.,  ft  Co.  procured 
the  captain  to  ngn  bills  of  lading,  making  the  coffee  deliyerable  to  their  order  or  assignB, 
*'  freight  free."  One  of  these  bills  they  indorsed  in  bluik,  and  transmitted  by  post  to  B.  ft 
Go.  on  the  2l8t  of  September.  At  the  end  of  September,  A.  W.,  the  agent  m  England  of 
L.,  S.,  ft  Co.,  asked  the  principal  partner  in  the  firm  of  6.  ft  Co.  to  cause  uie  bUl  of  lading  to 
be  placed  in  third  hands,  to  secure  the  bills  drawn  on  account  of  the  purchase,  to  which  he 
affieed,  and  on  the  16th  of  October  gave  a  written  order  to  that  effect.  On  the  12th  of 
November,  which  was  alter  B.  ft  Co.  had  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  the  Inll  of  lading 
arrived,  and  was,  in  pursuance  of  the  above-mentioned  agreement,  deuvoed  to  A.  W.  for  the 
above-mentioned  purpose,  who,  after  the  fiat,  pledged  it  for  a  large  advance  with  the  plain- 
aSs,  merchants  at  Botteidam.  The  cargo  having  afterwards  arrived,  the  assignees  got  poe- 
aesaon  of  it,  and  trover  was  brought  by  the  plwntiflfs,  as  indorsees  of  the  bill  of  lading : 
— Sdd,  that  though  the  contract  was  primA  finne  nude  on  behalf  of  the  vendors,  it  was  a 
qneetioa  for  the  juiy,  looking  at  the  form  of  the  bill  of  laduiff  and  language  of  the  invoice, 
ftc.,  whether  the  goods  were  not  really  delivered  on  board,  to  oe  carried  for  and  on  account 
andat  the  risk  of  the  bankrupts ;  and  if  they  were,  the  right  of  stoppaffe  in  transitu,  and  also 
the  power  of  rescinding  by  the  bankrupts,  so  as  to  defeat  the  rights  of  their  creditors,  were 
both  at  an  end ;  but  if  the  jury  should  think,  from  the  form  of  tiie  bill  of  lading,  that  it  was 
intended  to  preserve  the  rights  of  the  unpaid  vendors  until  some  further  act  was  done,  by 
transferring  the  bill  of  lading,  the  riffht  to  stop  the  goods  in  transitu,  and  also  the  power  of 
rescinding,  would  continue  until  the  dUI  of  lading,  indorsed,  reached  the  hands  of  ^e  bank- 
rupts; in  which  latter  case  it  was  competent  for  them  to  give  ^e  unpaid  vendors  a  lien  on 
the  whole  for  the  part  not  paid. 

Mdd,  also,  that  t^e  plaintiffs  had  no  title  under  the  Factors  Acts,  inasmuch  as  they  were  not 
intrusted  with  the  bill  of  lading  as  agents,  by  the  true  owners,  but  chumed  to  hold  in  their 
own  right. 

Also,  that,  in  order  to  render  a  preference  on  the  eve  of  bankruptcy  valid,  it  is  not  ne- 
ceesaiT  that  there  should  be  a  threat  or  pressure,  witii  an  immediate  power  d  rendering  it 
avulable  by  taking  legal  steps.  To  defeat  a  pavment  or  transfer  made  to  a  creditor,  the  assig- 
nees must  shew  it  to  l^  fraudulent  as  agMnst  the  body  of  creditors,  by  proving  it  to  be  volun- 
tary on  the  part  of  the  bankrupt,  and  in  contemplation  of  his  bankruptcy;  and  if  it  is  made 
in  consequence  of  the  act  of  the  creditor,  it  is  not  voluntary. 
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1848.  Higginson  sent  two  vessels,  the  "Alice''  and  the  "Vigilant," 
Vah  Cabtwml  ^^  which  they  were  owners,  to  Rio  de  Janeiro  for  caigoes 
P^^  to  be  shipped  by  Lyon,  Schwind  &  Co.,  on  account  of  Bar- 
ton, Irlam,  &  Higginson.  The  "Vigilant"  was  laden  with 
coab  belonging  to  Barton,  Irlam,  &  Higginson,  and  con- 
signed to  Lyon,  Schwind,  &  Co.,  who  advanced  the  dis- 
bursements for  the  ship,  sold  the  coals,  and  received  the 
price.  Partly  with  this  money,  but  principally  on  their 
own  credit,  they  procured  5090  bags  of  coffee,  which  they 
shipped  on  board  the  "  Vigilant,"  and  took  from  the  mas- 
ter bills  of  lading  dated  the  21st  September,  1847,  at  Rio  de 
Janeiro,  for  5090  bags  of  coffee,  shipped  by  Lyon,  Schwind, 
&  Co.  of  Janeiro,  on  board  the  "  Vigilant,"  bound  "  for 
Cork  and  a  market,"  deliverable  "  to  order  or  assigns,  he 
or  they  paying  freight  free."  The  word  "free"  was  in 
writing — ^the  words  "  he  or  they  paying  freight,"  were  in 
a  printed  form.  An  invoice  was  made  out,  stating  the  cof- 
fee to  have  been  shipped  by  Lyon,  Schwind,. &  Co.  of  Rio, 
on  board  the  "Vigilant,"  bound  for  Cork  and  a  market, 
"  by  order  and  for  the  account  and  risk  of  Barton,  Lrlam, 
&  Higginson."  On  the  back  of  this  invoice,  Lyon,  Schwind, 
&  Co.  made  out  an  account  current  between  themselves 
and  Barton,  Irlam,  &  Higginson,  in  which  they  took  credit 
for  the  amount  of  the  disbursements  for  the  ship,  and  the 
invoice  price  of  the  coffee,  and  debited  themselves  with 
the  proceeds  of  the  coals,  and  the  amount  of  two  bills 
drawn  for  the  balance  upon  Barton,  Irlam,  &  Higginson. 
One  of  these  drafts  was  payable  to  the  order  of  A.  W. 
Lyon,  the  other  to  the  order  of  Carruthers  &  Co.;  and 
both  were  expressed  to  be  "  for  value  in  account,  which 
place  to  the  account  of  coffee,  per  'Vigilant,'  as  advised 
by  Lyon,  Schwind,  &  Co."  Lyon,  Schwind,  &  Co.  indorsed 
one  part  of  the  bill  of  lading  in  blank,  and  on  the  24th 
September  sent  it  so  indorsed,  together  with  the  invoice  and 
account  current,  by  post,  in  a  letter  addressed  to  Barton, 
Irlam,  &  Higginson. 
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The  principal  partner  in  the  firm  of  Barton,  Irlam,  &  1848. 
Higginson  was  Jonathan  Higginson,  who  resided  at  liver-  y^  Oasokl 
pool,  and  managed  the  business  of  the  house  there.  The  ^o^ 
firm,  which  had  been  established  many  jears,  and  had 
traded  to  an  immense  extent,  from  time  to  time  obtained 
advances  firom  their  bankers,  the  Royal  Bank  of  Liverpool 
In  the  beginning  of  the  year  1847,  the  balance  due  to  the 
Royal  Bank  amounted  to  nearly  half  a  million;  and  the 
manager  and  directors  becoming  alarmed,  pressed  J.  Hig- 
ginson for  security,  or  that  he  should  reduce  the  balance. 
Some  angry  discussions  having  in  consequence  taken  place, 
on  the  23rd  of  September  the  directors  of  the  Royal  Bank 
passed  a  formal  resolution,  that,  unless  the  balance  then 
due  to  the  Bank,  amounting  to  460,0002.  and  upwards, 
was  secured  or  paid,  proceedings  should  be  taken  against 
the  sureties  of  Messrs.  Barton,  Irlam,  &  Higginson;  and 
they  forwarded  a  copy  of  this  resolution  to  J.  Higginson. 

The  resolution  was  intended  to  be  strictly  secret,  but 
by  a  private  channel  it  became  known  to  A.  W.  Lyon 
about  the  end  of  September.  He  in  consequence  sent 
to  the  office  of  J.  Higginson  a  note,  of  which  no  copy 
was  kept,  and  which  could  not  be  found  amongst  the 
bankrupt's  papers.  J.  Higginson,  who  was  at  that  time 
absent  from  Liverpool,  wrote  in  answer,  requesting  A. 
W.  Lyon  to  visit  him  at  his  shooting  lodge,  at  Huyton. 
On  the  7th  of  October  A.  W.  Lyon  went  there,  and  one 
Parsons,  the  managing  clerk  of  Barton,  Lrlam,  &  Hig- 
ginson was  also  there.  On  the  8th,  some  conversation 
took  place  between  J.  Higginson  and  A.  W.  Lyon,  in  the 
presence  of  Parsons,  the  nature  and  effect  of  which  was 
the  chief  disputed  fact  at  the  trial  The  plaintiffs'  case 
was,  that  this  conversation  amounted  to  a  demand,  on 
the  part  of  A.  W.  Lyon,  that  the  bills  of  lading  of  the 
expected  cargoes  of  the  "  Alice  "  and  "  Vigilant "  should 
on  their  arrival  be  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  third  party, 
as  a  security  for  the  bills  expected  to  be,  and  which, 
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1848.  as  above  stated,  were  in  fact  drawn  against  those  cargoes, 
VaitGabieel  and  a  promise  by  Higginson  that  this  should  be  dona 
BoonB.  ^^  defendants  maintained  that  it  was  no  more  than  some 
vague  statements  on  the  part  of  J.  Higginson;  that  A.  W. 
Lyon  need  not  be  uneasy  about  the  drafts,  as  he  would 
take  care  that  the  proceeds  of  the  cargoes  were  applied  to 
honouring  them.  Nothing  was  done  at  the  time,  and  A. 
W.  Lyon  returned  to  Liverpool  on  the  10th.  On  the  16th 
of  October  J.  Hi^inson  arrived  in  Liverpool,  and  on  his 
arrival  received  a  letter  firom  the  directors  of  the  Boyal 
Bank,  in  plain  terms  telling  him,  that,  unless  he  secured 
the  debt  due  to  them,  the  firm  should  be  made  bankrupt 
J.  Higginson  on  the  same  morning  caused  his  clerk  to 
draw  out  a  letter  addressed  to  Mr.  Haynes  Higginson,  his 
brother,  (who  was  not  concerned  in  the  house  of  Barton, 
Lrlam,  &  Higginson,)  in  the  following  terms: — 

"Liverpool,  October  16,  1847. 
"  Dear  Sir, — ^According  to  arrangement  with  Mr.  A.  W. 
Lyon,  we  request  that  you  will  hold  to  his  order  the  bills 
of  lading  that  have  to  come  forward  for  the  cargoes  per 
*  Alice'  and  'Vigilant^'  (which  vessels  will  be  laden  on 
our  account  by  Messrs.  Lyon,  Schwind,  &  Co.,  of  Rio,)  until 
the  drafts  drawn  and  to  be  drawn  against  said  cargoes 
are  paid. 

"  We  remain,  dear  Sir, 

"Your  most  obedient  servants, 

"  BaBTON,  IrLAM,  &}  HlGOIKSOH.'" 

J.  Higginson  signed  this  letter  in  the  name  of  the  firm, 
sent  for  A.  W.  Lyon  and  Haynes  Higginson,  and  in  the 
presence  of  the  former  handed  the  letter  to  Haynes  Hig- 
ginson. At  the  same  time,  he  handed  a  similar  letter  to 
Haynes  Higginson,  relating  to  some  other  cargoes  in  fietvour 
of  another  house;  and  he  also  gave  A.  W.  Lyon  the  bills 
of  lading  of  some  other  cargoes  as  security  for  bills  of  ex- 
change which  had  been  drawn  by  another  correspondent, 
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and  were  then  running.    These  transactions,  if  valid,  dich        1848. 
posed  of  all  the  available  property  of  Barton,  Irlam,  &  Viur  Ojusnaa, 

Higginson.  Bo^ioB. 

On  the  21st  of  October  the  partners  in  that  firm  were 
served  with  an  affidavit  of  debt,  on  the  part  of  the  Royal 
Bank,  under  the  1  &  2  Vict  a  110,  and  on  the  13th  of 
November  a  fiat  issued  against  the  firm,  which  owed  up- 
wards of  900,0002.,  and  had  no  assets  except  the  equity 
of  redemption  of  some  mortgaged  estates,  and  the  pro- 
perty disposed  of  on  the  16th  of  October. 

On  the  12th  of  November,  being  the  day  after  the  act 
of  bankruptcy  was  complete,  the  above-mentioned  letter 
from  Lyon,  Schwind,  &  Co.,  to  Barton,  Irlam,  &  Hig- 
ginson, containing  the  bill  of  lading  indorsed  in  blank, 
the  invoice,  and  account  current,  arrived  by  post  The 
bill  of  lading  was  on  the  same  day  handed  to  A.  W.  Lyon, 
by  Haynes  Higginson.  A  clerk  was  sent  on  the  same  day 
to  Cork,  with  instructions  from  Barton,  Irlam,  &  Higgin 
son,  and  also  firom  A.  W.  Lyon,  to  order  the  "Vigilant" 
to  Rotterdam.  A.  W.  Lyon  then  entered  into  an  arrange- 
ment with  the  plaintiffs,  by  which  he  was  to  consign  the 
coffee  to  them  at  Rotterdam,  and  they  were  to  make  him 
advances  on  the  consignments.  He  indorsed  the  bill  of 
lading  by  writing  his  own  name  under  the  indorsement 
of  Lyon,  Schwind,  &  Co.,  and  on  the  16th  of  November 
forwarded  it  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  received  about  50002L 
in  advance  upon  it  This  was,  on  the  plaintiffs'  part,  a 
perfectly  fair  transaction,  and  entered  into  by  them  with- 
out the  slightest  knowledge  of  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  bill  of  lading  came  to  the  hands  of  A.  W.  Lyon. 
The  drafts  having  become  due,  A.  W.  Lyon  paid  part  of 
them,  for  the  honour  of  the  drawers. 

The  "  Vigilant''  sailed  on  the  27th  of  September.  She 
was  prevented  by  stress  of  weather  from  going  to  Cork  for 
orders,  and  on  the  30th  of  November  put  into  LiverpooL 
The  captain,  who  was  ignorant  of  the  bankruptcy  of  Barton^ 
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1848.  Irlam,  &  Higginson,  went  on  shore  to  report  his  aniTal 
Yah  Gabieil  &t  their  counting-house,  and  found  it  closed  On  his  re- 
BooKiB.  ^^^^^^  ^^  found  a  messenger  in  possession  of  the  ship 
and  cargo,  and  was  immediately  after  serred  widi  two 
notices,  one  from  the  plaintiffs,  claiming  the  caigo  as  in- 
dorsees of  the  bill  of  lading,  and  another  from  A.  W-  Lyon, 
claiming  to  stop  the  goods  in  transitu,  on  behalf  of  Lyon, 
Schwind,  &  Co.,  as  unpaid  vendors. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  it  was  contended,  first, 
that  A.  W.  Lyon  had  a  right  to  stop  the  goods  in  transita; 
secondly,  that  the  deliyery  of  the  letter  of  the  16th  of 
October,  1847,  was  not  a  fraudulent  preference,  but  merely 
the  frdfilment  of  a  binding  agreement  made  at  the  time  oi 
the  above-mentioned  conversation  between  J.  Higginson 
and  A.  W.  Lyon  at  Huyton ;  thirdly,  that,  under  the  Factors 
Acts,  A.  W.  Lyon  had  a  right  to  pledge  the  bill  of  lading 
for  the  advances  made  upon  it  The  defendants'  counsel 
contended,  that  the  delivery  of  the  letter  was  a  voluntaiy 
act  done  for  the  purpose  of  favouring  A.  W.  Lyon,  or  rather, 
to  prevent  the  Royal  Bank  from  gaining  any  advantage 
fix)m  their  making  the  firm  of  Barton,  Irlam,  &  Higgioson 
bankrupt  They  also  argued,  that,  at  all  events,  the  plain- 
tiffs could  not  maintain  trover,  as  the  agreement  merely 
gave  Lyon  a  personal  lien  until  the  drafts  were  paid,  and 
conferred  no  authority  to  pledge  the  bill  of  lading. 

The  learned  judge  told  the  jury  that  there  could  be  no 
right  to  stop  the  goods  in  transitu,  because  the  delivery 
on  board  the  consignees'  own  ship  amounted  to  a  taldng 
possession,  and  if  not^  the  seizure  by  the  messenger  did; 
that  the  Factors  Acts  did  not  apply,  as  Lyon  was  not  a 
person  intrusted  with  the  bill  of  lading  as  factor  or  agents 
but  held  it  in  his  own  right;  that  the  plaintifis'  title  de- 
pended upon  whether  or  no  the  delivery  of  the  letter  of 
the  16th  of  October  was  a  fraudulent  preference;  and  that^ 
in  point  of  law,  it  was  a  fraudulent  preference,  unless  the 
bankrupt  J.  Higginson  was  actuated  by  fear,  that,  unless 
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li©  delivered  it,  he  would  be  subject  to  proceedings.    The        1848. 
juiy  having  found  for  the  defendants.  Van  Gabtbel 


The  Attorney-General  (April  20)  moved  for  a  new  trial, 
on  the  ground  of  misdirection. — First:  the  learned  judge 
was  wrong  in  telling  the  jury  that  there  was  no  right  of 
stoppage  in  transitu.  Although  the  coffee  was  shipped 
on  board  the  vessel  of  Barton,  Irlam,  &  Higginson,  yet 
the  consignors,  Lyon,  Schwind,  &  Co.,  had  received  bills 
of  lading  making  the  coffee  deliverable  '^  to  order  or  as- 
signs;''  Barton^  Irlam,  &  Higginson,  for  the  purpose  of  this 
transaction,  were  mere  carriers,  and  the  transitus  would 
continue  until  the  goods  arrived  at  their  destination  under 
the  bill  of  lading,  viz.  *'  Cork  and  a  market"  [Parke,  R 
— In  the  recent  case  of  Wait  v.  Barker  (a),  where  goods 
were  shipped  under  a  bill  of  lading,  making  them  deliver- 
able to  the  consignor's  order,  we  thought  that  the  pro- 
perty did  not  vest  until  the  indorsed  bill  of  lading  was  ac- 
cepted by  the  consignee.  Now  in  this  case,  if  the  property 
did  not  vest  in  Barton,  Irlam,  &  Higginson,  would  they 
not  have  a  right  to  repudiate  the  contract?]  They  might; 
and  such  repudiation  would  be  good  as  against  the  assig- 
nees, even  though  voluntary  and  in  contemplation  of  bank- 
ruptcy :  Aikin  v.  Barwick  (6),  Dixon  v.  BaMwen  (c).  Second- 
ly: the  ruling  of  the  learned  judge,  upon  the  question  of 
fraudulent  preference,  conflicts  with  many  decided  cases.  It 
is  not  necessary  that  the  creditor,  when  he  makes  the  appli- 
cation, should  be  in  a  condition  to  enforce  any  remedy 
against  the  debtor:  it  is  not  even  requisite  that  the  debt 
should  be  due;  it  may  be  a  debitv/m  inprceeenti  solvendwm 
infuturo.  [PoUock,  C.  B. — That  was  decided  in  Crosby  v. 
Crouch{d),  Rolfe,  B. — I  do  not  think  that  I  so  expressed 
myself  as  to  leave  the  jury  to  suppose  that  the  bankrupt 

(a)  2  Exch.  1.  (e)  6  East,  175. 

(&)  1  Str.  165.  (d)  11  East,  256;  2 Camb.  166. 

VOL.  IL  Z  Z  Exoa. 
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1848.  most  have  been  actuated  by  fear  of  immediate  legal  pro- 
ceedings. What  I  meant  to  put  to  them  was,  did  he  do  it 
in  order  to  favour  Lyon,  or  did  he  do  it  under  the  fear  of 
proceedings  against  himself?]  There  need  not  be  any  dread 
of  consequences  operating  in  the  bankrupt's  mind:  Bddier 
V.  PriUie  (a),  Mogg  v.  Baker  (b).  [PoUock,  C.  B. — ^Any  kind 
of  urgency — ^in  short,  any  act  or  threat  of  any  sort,  which  pre- 
vents the  bankrupt  from  being  purely  a  free  agent,  will  do. 
Parke,  B. — ^If  the  jury  believe  that  the  request  had  no  effect 
on  the  bankrupt's  mind,  and  that  he  meant  to  give  a  fraudu- 
lent preference,  and  defeat  the  distribution  of  his  propertj 
under  the  bankrupt  laws,  the  circumstance  of  there  having 
been  a  demand  goes  for  nothing.  But  if  the  moving  cause 
was  the  solicitation  of  the  applicant,  and  not  the  desire  of 
the  bankrupt  himself  to  defeat  the  general  distribution  of 
his  property,  according  to  the  cases  that  is  no  fraudulent 
preference.]  Thirdly :  the  plaintiffs,  as  innocent  indorsees 
of  the  bill  of  lading,  have  a  good  title  under  the  Factors 
Acts,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  94,  and  6  &  6  Vict  c.  39.  [Parke,  R— 
To  bring  the  case  within  those  acts,  Lyon  must  have  been 
intrusted  with  the  bill  of  lading  by  the  true  proprietor, 
and  he  must  have  been  intrusted  with  it  in  the  character 
of  agent.  Now,  suppose  the  property  in  the  goods  vested 
in  Barton,  Irlam,  &  Higginson  at  the  time  they  were 
shipped,  Lyon  was  not  their  agent  intrusted  with  the  bill 
of  lading,  but  a  person  holding  it  on  his  own  account  If 
Barton,  Irlam,  &  Higginson  had  no  property  in  the  goods, 
then  the  quesl;ion  of  fraudulent  preference  does  not  arise. 
The  case  will  mainly  turn  upon  the  effect  of  the  delivery 
on  board  the  bankrupt's  own  ship,  but  under  a  bill  of 
lading,  making  the  goo4s  deliverable  to  the  shipper's 
order.] 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted, 

(a)  10  Bmg.  408.  (b)  4  M.  4p  W.  948. 
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Martin,  Crompton,  and  Corrie,  shewed  cause  (June  27). —  1848. 
First,  it  has  been  suggested  that  the  case  falls  within  the  vav  Cabivil 
authority  of  A  tktn  v.  Barwick  (a),  and  Dixon  v.  BaJdwen  (J),  bookbb. 
and  that  the  bankrupts  had  a  right  to  repudiate  the  contract 
and  return  the  goods.  Those  cases,  however,  onlyshew  that 
an  insolvent  purchaser  maj,  before  delivery,  rescind  the 
contract  in  toto;  but  he  cannot,  as  here,  take  to  the  pro- 
perty and  make  a  new  contract  in  respect  of  it  This 
transaction  with  Lyon  could  have  no  effect  except  by  way 
of  a  new  contract  Lyon,  Schwind,  &  Co.,  bought  at  Rio, 
as  the  agents  of  Barton,  Irlam,  &  Higginson,  and  partly 
with  their  money,  certain  goods  which  were  shipped  on 
board  their  ships  sent  for  that  purpose,  and  the  invoice 
stated  that  the  goods  were  shipped  by  their  order,  and  on 
their  account,  and  at  their  risk.  It  is  difficult  to  imagine 
a  more  complete  delivery.  [Parke,  B. — ^A  delivery  on 
board  a  purchaser's  ship  is  in  general  a  delivery  to  him; 
but  according  to  the  decision  of  this  Court,  in  Wait  v. 
Baker  (c),  where  goods  are  shipped  under  a  bill  of  lading 
making  them  deliverable  to  the  shipper's  own  order,  the 
property  does  not  vest  in  the  consignee  until  the  bill  of 
lading  has  been  delivered  to  and  accepted  by  him.]  The 
fact  of  the  consignors  indorsing  the  bill  of  lading  in  blank 
and  sending  it  to  the  bankrupts,  shews  that  the  former 
never  intended  to  take  any  precaution  against  the  property 
vesting  in  the  latter.  [Parke,  R,  referred  to  Mitchell  v. 
Ede  ((2).]  The  general  rule  is,  that  if  goods  are  shipped  on 
board  a  chartered  vessel,  the  property  vests  in  the  con- 
signee, subject  to  the  right  of  stoppage  in  transitu;  but  if 
the  goods  are  placed  on  board  the  purchaser's  own  ship, 
that  is  an  absolute  delivery — ^the  same  as  if  placed  in  his 
cart  The  shipper  may,  however,  protect  himself  by  taking 
a  bill  of  lading,  making  the  goods  deliverable  to  his  own 


(a)  1  Sir.  165.  {e)  2  Exch.  I. 

(5>  5  East,  176.  (cO  11  A.  k  £.  888. 
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1848.  order  only;  but  in  that  case  the  property  would  pass  as 
Van  Castbel  soon  as  he  indorsed  the  bill  of  lading  generally.  Here  do 
BooKXB.  precaution  was  taken  to  prevent  the  transitus  of  the  pro- 
perty; the  goods  were  delivered  under  a  bill  of  lading,  in 
terms  enabling  the  party  to  negotiate  it  {Pcurkey  B.— 
After  the  bill  of  lading  was  forwarded,  but  before  it 
arrived,  was  it  not  competent  for  the  vendees  to  rescind 
the  contract,  and  deliver  up  the  goods  to  the  agent  of  the 
vendors?]  Though  they  might  altogether  rescind  the  con- 
tract, they  could  not,  as  here,  take  the  property  and  give 
a  security  upon  it.  The  letter  of  the  16th  October  is  no 
rescission  of  the  contract,  but  an  agreement  that  Lyon 
should  have  a  lien  on  the  cargoes  until  the  drafts  were 
paid.  If  the  goods  should  fetch  more  than  the  amount  of 
the  drafts,  Barton,  Irlam,  &  Higginson  were  to  have  the 
surplus;  if  the  goods  produced  less,  Lyon  would  have  a 
claim  against  Barton,  Irlam,  &  Higginson  for  the  deficiency: 
Instead  of  rescinding  the  contract,  the  parties  affirm  it^ 
and  make  it  the  basis  of  a  new  contract  Smith  v.  Fidd  (a) 
is  a  distinct  authority,  that  to  bring  a  transaction  within 
Atkin  V.  Barwick  (6)  there  must  be  a  complete  rescission 
of  the  contract  There  the  insolvent  Dewhurst  was  de- 
sirous of  returning  the  goods  to  the  consignor,  but  the 
latter  thought  to  better  his  position  by  attaching  thenL 
Lord  Eenyon  says:  "SaUe  v.  Field  (c),  as  well  as  AtHn  v. 
Barwicky  proceeded  on  the  ground  of  a  renunciation  of  the 
contract  by  all  the  parties  concerned.  But  in  this  case, 
that  circumstance,  which  differs  it  from  others,  is  wanting. 
On  the  18th  of  May,  Dewhurst's  letter  was  communicated 
to  the  plaintiffs,  and  his  situation  was  explained  to  them, 
/but  they  declined  rescinding  the  contract  of  sale,  not  in- 
deed in  words,  but  by  an  act  incapable  of  being  explained 
away;  for  on  the  next  day  they  instituted  a  proceeding  in 
the  Sheriffs  Court  by  way  of  attachment,  in  which  they 

(a)  6  T.  R.  402.  (5)  1  Str.  166.  (c)  5  T.  R.  211. 
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made  an  affidavit  that  Dewhurst  was  indebted  to  them  for  1848. 
these  goods;  and  they  attached  the  goods  as  his  property,  van  Cabtkkl 
When  the  offer  was  made  to  them  by  Dewhurst  they  might  bookbu 
have  rescinded  the  contract,  but  they  declined  doing  it, 
and  they  treated  it  as  a  subsisting  contract;"  and  Ashr 
urs^y  J.,  says:  "Here  the  vendee  was  desirous  of  rescinding 
the  contract,  but  the  vendors,  whether  by  mistake  of  the 
law,  or  for  what  other  reason  it  is  not  necessary  to  inquire,, 
would  not  consent,  but  on  the  contrary  affirmed  the  con^ 
tract,  and  considered  the  goods  as  the  property  of  the 
bankrupt"  So  here  there  is  an  affirmance  of  the  contract, 
and  an  attempt  to  give  new  rights.  In  Siffken  v.  Wray  (a) 
the  bankrupt  handed  over  the  bills  of  lading  to  an  agent 
of  the  consignor,  under  a  written  agreement  that  he  should 
apply  the  proceeds  of  the  goods  to  payment  of  the  bills 
drawn  against  them,  and  that  new  contract  was  held  void 
as  against  the  assignees,  because  it  was  after  an  act  of 
bankruptcy.  [Pa/rke,  B. — In  Smith  v.  Field  there  was  an 
offer  to  rescind  the  contract,  which  offer  the  insolvent  at 
the  time  had  a  right  to  make,  but  which  was  not  accepted ; 
therefore  the  contract  was  not  rescinded,  and  the  goods 
passed  to  the  assignees.  In  this  case  it  is  important  to 
consider  whether  Lyon  could  have  stopped  the  goods  in 
transitu,  because  if  he  had  the  power,  instead  of  exer- 
cising it  he  made  a  contract  to  have  the  gooda]  There 
can  be  no  right  of  stoppage  in  transitu,  unless  the 
goods  are  in  the  possession  of  a  third  party,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carriage.  Goods  delivered  on  board  the  vendee's 
ship  cannot  be  subject  to  such  a  right,  for  the  property 
vests  absolutely  in  him  by  the  delivery:  In  re  Hurnber- 
sUm  (6),  Ogle  v.  Atkinson  (c).  The  bills  of  lading  make 
no  difference  as  between  the  parties;  they  are  nothing 
more  than  the  master's  receipt  of  the  goods.  It  is  true  that, 
in  Lickbarraw  v.  Mason  (d),  it  was  held  that  the  right  of 

(a)  C  East,  371.  (c)  I  Marsh,  323;  6  Taunt.  769. 

(h)  1  De  Gex,  263.  (d)  2  T.  R.  63. 
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1B48.  the  consignor  was  divested,  as  against  the  assignee  of  a  bill 
Van  Cabtkkl  of  lading  for  a  valuable  consideration;  but  here  the  bill  of 
^jj^  lading  was  indorsed  in  blank,  and  sent  by  post  to  the  con- 
signees, and  from  that  moment  the  vendors  ceased  to  have 
any  control  over  the  goods.  There  was  nothing  to  prevent 
the  vendees  from  carrying  the  goods  at  once  to  any  mar- 
ket they  thought  fit  Besides,  it  is  impossible  to  tell  what 
portion  of  the  goods  are  the  proceeds  of  the  bankrupt's 
money.  [Parke,  B. — ^Though  a  vendor  of  goods  may  have 
been  paid  part  of  the  price,  he  has  all  the  ri^ts  of  an  un- 
paid vendor  until  the  whole  has  been  paid.  Suppose  Lyon, 
Schwind,  &  Co.,  after  the  goods  were  shipped,  and  whilst 
they  held  the  bills  of  lading,  had  sold  these  goods,  would 
they  have  been  liable  to  an  action?  There  was  a  case  of 
Mlershaw  v.  Magniac  decided  in  this  court,  which  is  in 
point,  but  is  not  reported.]  [Martin  said  he  had  been 
counsel  in  that  case  It  was  one  in  which  a  merchant  at 
Odessa  had  shipped,  by  order,  a  quantity  of  com  on  board 
a  ship  bound  to  England,  doubtless  meaning  at  the  time 
to  send  it  in  Ailfilment  of  the  order  which  he  had  received 
from  a  person  who  was  not  the  owner  of  the  ship.  Whilst 
the  ship  was  yet  in  the  harbour,  and  before  the  master 
had  signed  any  bill  of  lading,  and  before  the  shipper  had 
made  out  any  invoice,  he  received  information  which 
induced  him  to  change  the  destination.  Parke,  B. — THus 
Court,  including  the  late  Lord  Abinger,  thought  he  had  a 
right  to  vary  the  consignment]  In  that  case  the  consignor 
had  done  no  act  indicating  an  intention  to  vest  the  pro- 
perty in  the  consignee.  But  where  goods  are  shipped  on 
board  the  vessel  of  the  consignee,  sent  for  that  purpose, 
on  his  accoimt  and  risk,  the  property  vests,  and  the  ship- 
per cannot  alter  their  destination.  In  Walley  v.  Mont- 
gomery  (a)  goods  were  shipped  by  order  of  the  plaintiff, 
by  Schumann  &  Co.,  under  a  bill  of  lading  making  them 

(a)  3  East,  585. 
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deliverable  to  the  shipper^s  order,  and  the  plaintiff  brought  1848. 
trover  and  was  nonsuited;  but^  on  motion  for  a  new  trial,  van  Oaskbll 
it  being  pointed  out  that  a  bill  of  lading  indorsed  by  Schu-  bckmcbb. 
mann  &  Co.  in  blank,  and  an  invoice,  had  been  trans- 
mitted to  the  plaintiff.  Lord  EUenbaraugh  said,  "  I  think 
the  invoice  vested  the  property  in  the  plaintiff;  for  if  there 
had  been  a  loss  at  sea,  that  loss  must  have  been  borne  by 
him.''  And  Orose,  J.,  says,  "  The  property  of  the  goods  was 
once  in  Schumann  &  Co.,  but  by  the  bill  of  lading  and  in- 
voice sent  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  delivery  to  the  captain, 
the  property  passed  from  them  to  the  plaintiff,  to  every  pur- 
pose except  as  to  the  right  of  stoppage  in  transits"  So  in 
Owes  V.  Harden  (a),  where  the  plaintiff  was  the  indorsee  of 
a  bill  of  lading  of  goods  shipped  by  Brown  &;  Co.,  deliver- 
able to  their  order,  and  the  defendant  claimed  under  Oddy 
&  Co.,  for  whom  the  goods  were  purchased  by  their  orders, 
and  shipped  for  their  use  and  at  their  risk.  Lord  EUetir 
borough  says,  "  The  goods  which  were  shipped  by  the  or- 
ders and  at  the  risk  of  Oddy  &  Co.  became  their  property, 
subject  only  to  the  shipper's  right  of  stoppage  while  in 
transitu ;  which  right  not  having  been  exercised  during 
that  period,  the  goods,  on  delivery,  became  the  indefeas- 
ible property  of  Oddy  &  Co.,  and  they  were  entitled  to 
transfer  their  right  in  them  to  the  defendanta"  The 
principle  of  those  decisions  is  adopted  by  Lord  Tenterden 
in  his  Treatise  on  Shipping  (6).  In  this  case  no  attempt 
was  made  to  stop  the  goods  in  transitu  until  after  the  mes- 
senger was  in  possession.  [They  also  referred  to  Newson 
V.  Thornton  (c).] 

Then,  with  respect  to  the  Factors  Acts: — ^This  is  not  the 
case  of  a  pledge  by  a  person  intrusted  with  the  document 
as  factor  or  agent,  but  holding  it  in  his  own  right  [Parhey 
B. — ^The  6  Geo.  4,  c.  94,  &  2,  uses  the  word  "  person,"  not 
"  agent"]  The  statute  has  been  construed  to  apply  only  to 

(a)  4  East,  211.        {h)  Pages,  517—^36, 8th  edit,     (c)  6  East,  17. 
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1848.  persons  intrusted  with  documents  as  factors  or  agents: 
Van  CAansEL  Jenh/ns  v.  Utbome  (a).  At  all  erents,  the  plaintiffs  had 
Q^^J]^  not  such  a  right  of  property  as  would  enable  them  to 
maintain  trover.  The  agreement  merely  gave  a  personal 
lien  on  the  bills  of  lading  until  the  drafts  were  paid  It 
is  clear  that  at  common  law^  if  a  person  who  has  a  mere 
personal  lien  abuses  it  by  pledging  the  goods^  no  property 
passes  to  the  pledgee:  M^Combie  v.  Davie8(J>\  Daubiffm/Y, 
Duval  (c). 

Then,  with  respect  to  the  question  of  fraudulent  prefer- 
ence:  thesummingupof  the  learned  judge  was  in  accord- 
ance  with  that  in  Cook  v.  Rogers  {d),  where  Tindal^  C.  J., 
told  the  jury  to  consider  whether  the  payment  was  made 
voluntarily  or  in  consequence  of  any  threat  from  the  credi- 
tor.  [Parke,  B. — Mogg  v.  Baker  (e)  decided  that  it  is  not 
necessary  that  there  should  have  been  any  pressure  on  the 
part  of  the  creditor,  or  apprehension  on  the  part  of  the  in- 
solvent, that  he  would  be  in  a  worse  condition  by  not 
making  the  payment  Rolfe,  R — ^If  the  law  be,  that 
anything  in  the  nature  of  a  request  which  emanates  from 
the  creditor  is  sufficient,  then  my  ruling  was  incorrect,  for 
it  was  calculated  to  convey  the  impression  that  there 
would  be  a  fraudulent  preference  unless  payment  was  de- 
manded with  importunity  and  pressure,  not  requested  as  a 
matter  of  favour.]  It  is  a  question  for  the  jury  to  con- 
sider whether  the  payment  was  made  bona  fide  and  in 
consequence  of  the  request,  or  voluntarily  and  in  fraud  of 
the  body  of  creditors:  Cook  v.  Pritchard  (f).  The  rule  of 
law  which  forbids  a  trader  on  the  eve  of  bankruptcy  to 
prefer  a  particular  creditor,  conflicts  with  another  role, 
namely,  that  the  law  favours  a  diligent  creditor.  Although, 
therefore,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  trader,  so  far  as  his  volun- 
tary act  is  concerned,  to  take  care  that  his  property  is 

(a)  7  M.  <fe  G.  678.  (</)  7  Bing.  439. 

{b)  7  East,  5.  («?)  4  M.  &  W.  348. 

(e)  5  T.  R.  604.  (/)  6  M.  &  G.  329. 
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equally  distributed  amongst  his  creditors,  it  is  still  compe-        1B48. 
tent  for  a  particular  creditor  to  demand  payment  of  his   yah  Cabob. 
debt,  and  the  payment  made  in  consequence  of  such  de-      bookbr, 
mand  is  valid:  1  Deacon's  Bankrupt  Law,  p.  446;  Morgwa 
V.  Brv/ndrett  (a).     [Parke^  B.,  referred  to  Aldred  v.  Con" 
stable  (&).] 

The  AUamey  Oenerai  (Watson,  J.Henderaon,  and  Ather- 
ton  with  him),  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^It  is  conceded  that  a 
delivery  on  board  the  vendee's  ship,  when  unexplained, 
is  a  delivery  to  the  vendee;  but  the  bill  of  lading  is  the 
written  contract,  and  is  conclusive  to  prove  with  what  in- 
tent the  goods  were  delivered.  BokUingk  v.  Inglis  (c) 
shews  that  it  would  have  made  no  difference  if  the  freight 
had  been  payable  by  the  consignees.  Neither  is  the  case 
altered  by  the  bill  of  lading  containing  the  words  ''  freight 
free,"  for  that  is  a  contract  made  by  the  master  without 
the  ikuthority  of  the  ship-owner,  and  the  latter  may  re- 
cover the  freight  on  a  quantum  meruit:  per  Mansfield,  C. 
J.,  in  DeweU  v.  Moxon  (d).  At  what  period  did  the  deli- 
very operate?  Certainly  not  at  the  time  of  posting  the 
letter  containing  the  indorsed  bill  of  lading:  Alderson  v. 
Temple  (e).  If  the  mere  parting  with  the  control  of  a  bill  of 
lading  vested  the  property  in  the  consignee,  there  never 
could  be  any  stoppage  in  transitu  Although  the  con- 
signors acquired  new  rights  under  the  agreement,  they  are 
only  in  the  same  situation  as  unpaid  vendors  who  had 
stopped  in  transitu.  The  better  opinion  now  is,  that  the 
effect  of  a  stoppage  ui  transitu  is  not  to  rescind  the  con- 
tract, but  only  to  place  the  vendor  in  the  same  position  as 
if  he  had  not  parted  with  the  possession  of  the  goods: 
Wentworth  v.  Outhwaite  (/).  [He  was  then  stopped  by  the 
Court] 

(a)  5  B.  &  Ad.  289.  (d)  1  Taunt.  391. 

(b)  4  Q.  B.  674.  (e)  4  Burr.  2235. 

(c)  3  Bast,  381.  (/)  10  M.  A  W.  436. 
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1848.  Parks,  R — We  are  all  of  opinion  that  there  must  be 

YaitCabtkkl  &  ^^^  trial,  the  question  of  fraudulent  preference  not 
BooKEE  liftving  been  correctly  submitted  to  the  jury.  We  will, 
however,  give  a  judgment  in  writing,  explaining  our  views 
of  the  important  questions  of  commercial  law  which  have 
been  so  fully  argued  before  us,  so  as  to  prevent  the  ne- 
cessity of  an  appeal  (at  least  to  this  Court)  on  the  ques- 
tions of  law  likely  to  arise  at  the  triaL 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Pabxe,  B. — In  this  case  the  Court  have  already  intimat- 
ed their  opinion  that  the  rule  must  be  absolute  for  a  new 
trial,  on  the  grotmd  that  the  law  as  to  a  fraudulent  pre- 
ference of  a  particular  creditor  had  been  laid  down  by  my 
Brother  iZo^  so  as  to  operate  too  favourably  for  the  de- 
fendants, the  assignees  of  the  bankrupts,  inasmuch  aa  his 
statement  of  the  law  was  likely  to  lead  to  the  inference, 
that,  to  render  a  preference  on  the  eve  of  bankruptcy  valid, 
a  threat  or  pressure,  with  an  immediate  power  of  render- 
ing it  available  by  taking  legal  steps,  was  necessary.  This 
is  certainly  not  so ;  for  a  surety  for  the  bankrupt,  or  one  to 
whom  a  debt  is  due,  but  not  payable,  may  obtain  a  valid 
preference  though  he  has  no  present  power  of  proceeding 
against  the  bankrupt  To  defeat  a  payment  or  transfer 
made  to  a  creditor,  the  assignees  must  shew  it  to  be  frau- 
dulent as  against  the  body  of  creditors  entitled  under  the 
fiat,  by  proving  it  to  be  voluntary  on  the  part  of  the  bank- 
rupt, and  in  contemplation  of  his  bankruptcy;  and  if  it  is 
made  in  consequence  of  the  act  of  the  creditor,  it  is  not 
voluntary. 

On  the  new  trial  further  questions  may  arise,  which 
were  much  discussed  before  us.  Lyon,  Schwind,  &  Co.,  the 
correspondents  of  the  bankrupts  at  Bio,  purchased  a  large 
quantity  of  coffee  on  their  own  credit  principally,  but  in 
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part  with  fimds  supplied  by  the  bankrupts,  by  the  sale  in  1848. 
the  Brazils  of  a  cargo  of  coals.  For  the  amount  of  the  pur*  vav  Castbd. 
chase  on  their  credit  they  drew  bills  on  the  bankrupts,  and  bomcmb 
the  coffee  they  shipped  on  board  a  vessel  of  the  bankrupts 
at  Rio,  on  the  21st  of  September.  An  invoice  was  made 
out  stating  the  coffee  to  be  shipped  on  account  and  risk 
of  the  bankrupts,  and  transmitted  to  them;  but  Lyon, 
Schwind,  &  Co.  procured  the  captain  of  the  ship  to  sign 
bills  of  lading,  making  the  coffee  deliverable  to  their  order 
or  assigns,  stating  the  goods  to  be  freight  free.  One  of 
these  bills  they  indorsed  in  blank,  and  transmitted  by  post 
to  the  bankrupts  on  the  same  2]8t  of  September.  It  ar- 
rived in  Liverpool  on  the  12th  of  November,  at  which  time 
the  bankrupts  had  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  At 
the  end  of  September  A.  W.  Lyon,  the  agent  in  England 
of  Lyon,  Schwind,  &  Co.,  asked  one  of  the  bankrupts,  the 
principal  partner,  to  cause  the  bill  of  lading  to  be  placed 
in  third  hands  to  secure  the  bills  drawn  on  account  of  the 
purchase,  to  which  he  agreed.  On  the  16th  of  October  the 
bankrupt  gave  a  written  order  to  that  effect,  and  on  the 
12thofNovember,after  the  act  of  bankruptcy  (which  was  on 
the  11th),  the  bills  of  lading  arrived,  and  were,  in  pursuance 
of  the  above  mentioned  agreement,  delivered  to  Lyon  for 
the  above  mentioned  purpose,  who  afterwards  pledged 
them  for  a  large  advance  with  the  plaintiffs,  merchants  at 
Rotterdam.  The  cargo  having  afterwards  arrived,  the 
assignees  got  possession  of  it;  and  an  action  of  trover  was 
brought  by  the  plaintiffs,  the  indorsees  of  the  bills 
of  lading. 

Some  questions  arising  upon  the  facts  of  which  an  out- 
line has  been  given,  it  may  be  necessary  to  determine  on 
the  new  trial,  besides  the  question  of  fruudulent  pre- 
ference, to  which  the  attention  of  the  Court  and  jury  was 
chiefly  directed  upon  the  last  trial. 

The  principal  questions  are,  whether  Lyon,  Schwind,  & 
Co.  had  a  right  of  stoppage  in  transitu  when  the  agreement 
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1848.  of  A.  W.  Lyon  with  the  bankrupts  took  place;  or  whether 
Yah  CAsnEL  ^^  ^^  ^^^^  competent  to  the  bankrupts,  though  voluntary 
jif^^  and  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy,  to  rescind  the  con- 
tract of  purchase,  as  being  still  unexecuted  by  actual  or 
constructive  delivery,  on  the  principle  on  which  the  case 
of  Atkins  v.  Barwick  was  supported,  and  on  which  many 
subsequent  cases  have  proceeded 

The  answer  to  these  questions  depends  upon  one  fact, 
whether  the  coffee  was  put  on  board  to  be  carried  for 
and  on  the  account  and  risk  of  the  bankrupts  or  not  If 
it  was,  the  delivery  on  board  put  an  end  to  the  right  of 
stopping  in  transitu,  for  the  delivery  on  the  vendee's  own 
ship  is  a  final  delivery  at  the  place  of  destination,  especiaUy 
where,  as  in  this  case,  its  final  port  of  discharge  was  not  then 
determined,  and  it  required  further  orders  at  Cork  to  give 
the  vessel  its  destination.  On  that  supposition  the  goods 
were  at  their  journey's  end;  for,  to  adopt  the  definition  of 
Mr.  Paley  (Principal  and  Agent^  352),  it  was  not  intended 
necessarily  that  they  should  ever  come  otherwise  into  the 
possession  of  the  buyer  than  by  being  in  that  of  the  agent 
for  canying,  the  master.  Now,  whether  they  were  de- 
livered on  board  to  be  carried  for  the  vendee,  (for  no 
doubt  Lyon,  Schwind,  &  Co.  have  the  rights  of  vendors, 
and  may  consider  the  bankrupts  as  their  vendees)  depends 
very  much  on  the  form  of  the  bill  of  lading.  We  had  to 
consider  that  question  in  the  case  of  EUershaw  v.  Mag- 
niac  (a),  unfortunately  not  reported,  and  lately  in  that  of 
Wait  V.  Baker,  in  which  case  the  fact  of  making  the  bill 
of  lading  deliverable  to  the  order  of  the  consignor  was 
properly  held  decisive  to  shew  that  no  property  passed  to 
the  consignee,  it  being  clearly  intended  by  the  consignor 
to  preserve  his  title  to  the  goods  ^until  he  did  a  further 
act  The  contract  for  carriage,  which  the  bill  of  lading  is, 
is  made  expressly  with  the  consignor,  and  he  no  doubt 

(a)  22nd  April,  1843. 
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miglit  sue  upon  it,  though  in  making  it  he  was  really        1848. 
acting  as  agent  of  and  for  the   consignee.     But   if  he   VakCabikbl 
made  it  as  agent  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  oonsignee,       bo(»er. 
the  consignee  also,  as  being  the  real  principal,  might  sue, 
if  there  had  been  a  breach  of  the  contract  to  cany.    Not- 
withstandiDg  the  form  of  the  bill  of  lading,  therefore,  the 
contract  may  have  been  reaUy  made  on  behalf  of  the 
vendee,  though  prim&  facie  it  is  made  on  behalf  of  the 
vendor;  and  it  is  a  question  for  the  jury,  to  be  decided  on 
the  evidence,  looking  at  the  form  of  the  bill  of  lading, 
particularly  noticing  that  it  is  made  freight  free^  and  the 
language  of  the  invoice,  and  the  immediate  transfer  of  the 
bill  of  lading  to  the  bankrupts,  and  other  facts,  whether 
the  goods  were  not  really  delivered  on  board  to  be  carried 
for  and  on  account  and  at  the  risk  of  the  bankrupts.    If 
they  were,  they  had  arrived  at  their  journey's  end  when 
they  were  delivered  on  board,  and  the  right  of  stopping  in 
transitu,  and  also  the  power  of  rescinding  by  the  bank- 
rupts, so  as  to  defeat  the  rights  of  their  creditors,  were  both 
at  an  end. 

But  if  the  jury  should  think,  from  the  form  of  the  bill 
of  lading,  that  it  was  intended  to  preserve  the  right  of 
the  unpaid  vendors,  until  some  further  act  was  done  by 
transferring  the  bill  of  lading,  (in  which  case  the  vendors 
alone  could  have  sued  for  any  breach  of  the  contract  to 
carry  and  deliver  the  goods,)  the  right  to  stop  the  goods  in 
transitu,  and  also  the  power  of  rescinding,  would  continue 
till  the  bill  of  lading,  indorsed,  reached  the  hands  of  the 
bankrupt.  In  the  latter  case,  as  it  was  competent  to  the 
bankrupts  to  have  rescinded  the  contract  altogether,  and 
placed  Lyon,  Schwind,  &  Co.  in  their  original  position,  by 
giving  back  the  goods,  we  think  it  was  competent  also  to 
them  to  make  the  agreement  which  they  did  make, 
namely,  to  place  them  in  the  situation  of  vendors  to 
whom  the  whole  price  had  not  been  paid,  and  give  them  a 
lien  on  the  whole  for  the  part  not  paid 
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1848.  Two  Other  points  remam  to  be  considered    If  the  jniy 

Yav  Cashbl  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  delirery  at  Rio  iras  final, 
T^in  and  therefore  that  there  was  no  right  of  stoppage  in 
transitu,  nor  rescinding  the  contract,  it  may  be  that  the 
agent  of  Lyon,  Schwind,  &;  Co.  supposed  that  the  ri^ts 
existed,  or  that  they  were  fairly  disputable;  and  it  maybe 
that  the  bankrupts,  or  rather  the  bankrupt  who  agreed 
to  return  the  bills  of  lading  to  A.  W.  Lyon,  so  supposed 
Either  of  these  circumstances  would  materially  influence 
the  decision  of  the  question,  whether  that  transaction 
was  a  firaudulent  preference  or  not,  and  ought  to  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury. 

Another  question  also,  supposing  all  these  points  to  be 
decided  for  the  plaintiffs,  was  raised  for  the  defendants, 
namely,  that  the  transfer  of  the  bills  of  lading  did  not  au- 
thorise A.  W.  Lyon  to  pledge  them  with  the  plaintiffs,  so  as  to 
give  a  title  to  them,  even  for  a  valuable  consideration.  This 
will  be  for  the  decision  of  the  jury,  and  depend  upon  their 
view  of  the  agreement  to  place  the  bills  of  lading  in  Lyon's 
hands,  whether  it  was  meant  to  be  a  mere  deposit  or 
pledge,  to  be  kept  in  his  hands,  or  it  was  intended  that 
he  should  transfer  them  in  order  to  raise  money  for  the 
payment  of  the  bills. 

All  these  questions,  which  we  have  stated  at  length  in 
order  to  a  final  decision  of  this  case,  which  is  of  so  much 
importance  to  the  parties,  in  a  pecuniary  point  of  view, 
must  be  left  to  the  jury. 

Rule  absolute. 

The  cause  was  again  tried  at  the  Summer  Assizes,  1848, 
before  JBrte,  J.,  who  left  the  several  questions  to  the  jury, 
in  accordance  with  the  above  judgment.    The  defendants' 

* 

counsel  tendered  a  bill  of  exceptions;  but  the  jury  having 
found  for  the  defendants  on  the  question,  whether  the  goods 
were  delivered  on  board  for  and  on  account  and  at  the 
risk  of  the  bankrupts,  and  also  on  the  question  of  firaudu' 
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lent  preference,  a  general  verdict  was  entered  for  the        1846. 
defendant;  and  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1848,  the  Court  VanGastskl 
refused  a  motion  by  the  Attorney-General  for  a  new      Boom. 
trial 


Redlbt  v.  Thb  Plymouth,  Stonbhouse,  and  Devonfobt     Ju7ie29. 

GBINBINa  AND  BaKINQ  COMPANY. 

The  EiNosBRinaE  Flour  Mill  Company  v.  Same. 


Assumpsit.— The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated  Joint-gtock 

that  the  Company,  before  and  at  the  time  of  making  of  completely  re- 

the  promise  &c.,  was  a  joint-stock  company,  completely  re-  ^^  ^ svict. 

gistered  and  incorporated  according  to  and  by  virtue  of  the  ?;^^^?v*" 

provisions  of  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  110,  intituled  &c.:  that  the  tracts  made  by 

complete  registration  of  which  Company  was  duly  certified  board ^° 

according  to  the  provisions  of  the  same  act,  by  the  Regis-  J^^^^^ 

trar  of  joint-stock  companies:  that  the  Company  held  cer-  under  seal,  or 

made  in  com- 

tain  premises,  as  tenant  to  one  J.  Bickford,  at  the  yearly  piianoe  with 
rent  of  30i;  and  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  of ui^Jth  sec- 
request  of  the  Company,  had  become  tenant  to  the  Com-  ^iL*^^^' 
pany  of  those  premises,  at  the  rent  of  51  per  quarter,  the  cannot  enforce 
Company  promised  the  plaintiff,  that,  so  long  as  they  con-  tracts, 
tinued  tenant  to  J.  Bickford,  and  so  long  as  the  plaintiff  con-  gerf^ito^rai- 
tinued  tenant  to  them,  they  would  indemnify  and  save  him  d«r  those  com- 

.  panies  liable 

harmless  from  and  against  the  payment  of  any  of  the  rent  on  contracts 
80  payable  to  J.  Bickford,  over  and  above  the  amount  of  directors,  must 
rent  payable  to  them  which  might  from  time  to  time  be  due  ^orityw^ind 
and  in  arrear,  and  from  and  against  any  distress  or  costs,  *^e  Ck>mpaiiy, 

.  .  either  by  the 

charges,  damages,  or  expenses  which  should  or  might  be  production  of 
made,  rise,  or  happen  to  the  plaintiff,  for  or  by  reason  of  deed^wttle- 
the  non-payment  of  the  rent,  from  and  against  the  payment  "^^f  ♦21?^ 
whereof  the  Company  so  promised  to  indemnify  him. — Aver-  Wy  of  share- 
ment,  that,  during  the  continuance  of  the  tenancies,  and  laed  particular 

individuals  to 
make  contracts  binding  on  the  Company.      A  ratification  or  adminon  by  a  competent 
board  of  directors  will  bind  the  Company. 
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1848.        at  a  time  when  only  a  small  part  of  the  rent  payable  to 

RiDLKT       ^^  Company  was  due  and  in  arrear,  the  Company,  disre- 

p^   *'  garding  their  promise,  would  not  indemnify  or  save  harm- 

Gbikdiho  and  less  the  plaintiff,  by  means  whereof  a  distress  was  made 

Knros-       ^7  '^'  Bickford  on  dirers  goods  and  chattels  of  the  plaintiff 

"^M.  ^^  ^^^^  being  in  and  upon  the  said  premises,  for  the  sum  of 

«.  3721 10«.,  then  due  and  in  arrear  from  the  Company  to  J. 

Raw. 

Bickford,  for  and  in  respect  of  the  rent  so  payable  to  him, 
and  the  plaintiff  was  compelled  to  pay  372. 10&,  together 
with  the  costs  of  the  distress,  to  redeem  his  goods,  be. 
— ^There  was  also  a  count  for  money  paid. 

The  defendants  pleaded,  first,  to  the  whole  declaration, 
non  assumpserunt;  secondly,  to  the  first  count,  that  the 
Company  did  not  hold  the  premises  as  tenants  to  J.  Bick- 
ford, at  the  yearly  rent  of  302 ;  thirdly,  to  the  same  count, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  damnified  modo  et  form^  Upon 
which  issues  were  joined. 

At  the  trial,  before  Wightman,  J.,  at  the  Devonshire 
Spring  Assizes,  1848,  it  appeared  that  the  defendants  were 
a  joint-stock  company  completely  registered,  and  consisting 
of  eleven  directors.  In  the  month  of  December,  1846,  the 
plaintiff  took  possession  of  certain  premises,  under  the 
following  agreement: — 

"  Stonehouse,  10th  December,  1846. 

"  Mr.  Henry  Ridley  agrees  to  take,  and  the  Grinding 
and  Baking  Company  agree  to  let  those  two  front  under 
stores  situated  in  Newport-street,  Stonehouse,  with  right 
of  landing  all  goods  free  of  all  dues  on  the  same,  for  the 
tenn  of  six  months  certain,  with  liberty  to  occupy  for 
twelve  months,  at  the  yearly  rental  in  fall  of  20i  per  an- 
num, the  aforesaid  rent  to  be  paid  quarterly,  and  three 
months'  notice  to  be  given  by  either  party  at  the  expira- 
tion of  the  term  above  mentioned. 

"  Signed,  for  the  Company, 

"  Thomas  Ludd,  Secretary. 

"Henst  Ridlbt. 
"  Witness,  Edmond  Fobd." 
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The  attesting  witness,  Ford,  was  the  managing  director        1848. 
of  the  Company.    Ludd,  who  was  examined  as  a  witness,        Bidijet 
said  that  he  entered  into  the  agreement  hj  the  authority     PLyiourn 
of  the  Company,  acting  as  their  secretary;  and  he  pro-  OMNDnrojOT 
duced  it  at  the  next  board  meeting,  at  which,  however,       kinos- 
only  four  directors  were  present.    It  appeared  that  Ludd  ™^^^^ 
was  not  in  fact  appointed  secretary  until  after  the  agree-  v. 

ment  was  signed.  Ludd  also  stated,  that  he  had  heard 
the  directors  speak  of  an  agreement  in  writing  with  Bick- 
ford  for  a  tenancy.  On  the  15th  of  June,  1847,  Bickford 
put  in  a  distress  upon  the  plaintiff^s  goods  for  372.  10a, 
rent  due  from  the  Company,  when  the  plaintiff  paid  that 
amount  and  costs  in  order  to  redeem  his  goods.  On  the 
same  evening  the  plaintiff's  attorney  went  to  a  board 
meeting  and  complained  of  the  distress,  when  Ford,  who 
was  then  chairman,  said,  "They  were  very  sorry  that 
Bickford  had  been  hasty;  that  they  would  see  Bickford 
next  morning;  they  were  short  of  funds,  but  would  ar- 
range by  paying  part  if  they  could."  No  other  evidence 
was  offered  of  the  tenancy  of  the  Company  to  Bickford. 

It  was  objected,  on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  first,  that, 
being  a  corporation,  they  could  not  contract  except  under 
seal,  or,  at  all  events,  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  prove 
affirmatively  that  the  persons  making  the  contract  had 
power  to  bind  the  shareholders;  secondly,  that  Ludd  had 
no  power  to  bind  the  defendants  by  the  agreement  which 
he  entered  into;  thirdly,  that  the  statements  of  the  direct- 
ors were  not  evidence  against  the  Company  of  their  ten- 
ancy under  Bickford,  which  ought  to  have  been  proved 
by  the  written  agreement  The  defendants  then  put  in 
their  deed  of  settlement,  which  was  objected  to  by  the 
plaintiff  as  being  no  evidence  against  him.  By  this  deed  five 
directors  were  required  to  be  present  at  a  board  meeting. 
The  learned  judge  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 
reserving  leave  for  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a 
nonsuit 

VOL.  IL  AAA  EXCH. 


Mill  Co. 

V. 

Sams. 
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A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  accordingly, 

BlDLET 

^-  Crowder  and  Greenwood  shewed  cause. — First,  a  joint- 

Pltmouth  , 

ORiNDnffG  AND  stock  compauj,  completely  registered  under  the  7  &  8  Vict 

^^^  c.  110,  is  only  a  corporation  for  particular  purposes.  That 
BBiDOB  YuiJSK  is  evident  from  the  preamble  of  the  statute,  vrhich  recite 
(amongst  other  things),  that  it  is  expedient,  after  complete 
registration,  '*'  to  invest  such  companies  with  the  qualities 
and  incidents  of  corporations,  with  some  modifications 
and  subject  to  certain  conditions  and  regulations.'^  Thej 
are  peculiarly  distinguished  frt)m  ordinary  corporations  by 
the  25th  section,  which  enacts,  that,  on  complete  registra- 
tion being  certified,  the  shareholders  "  shall  be  and  are 
hereby  incorporated,  as  fi^m  the  date  of  such  certificate, 
by  the  name  of  the  company,  as  set  forth  in  the  deed  of 
settlement,  and  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the  trade 
or  business  for  which  the  company  was  formed,  but  only 
according  to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  and  of  such  deed  as 
aforesaid,  and  for  the  purpose  of  suing  and  being  sued,  and 
of  taking  and  enjoying  the  property  and  effects  of  the 
company,"  &c.,  "  but  so  as  not  in  anywise  to  restrict  the 
liability  of  any  of  the  shareholders  of  the  company  under 
any  judgment,  decree,  or  order  for  payment  of  money," 
&C. ;  '^  but  every  such  shareholder  shall,  in  respect  of  such 
monies,  and  subject  as  after-mentioned,  be  and  continue 
liable  as  he  would  have  been  if  the  said  company  had  not 
been  incorporated.''  The  44th  section,  which  regulates 
contracts  entered  into  on  behalf  of  these  companies,  (with 
certain  exceptions,  not  material  to  the  present  question), 
enacts,  ''  that  eveiy  such  contract  shall  be  in  writing,  and 
signed  by  two  at  least  of  the  directors  of  the  company  on 
whose  behalf  the  same  shall  be  entered  into,  and  sealed 
with  the  common  seal  thereof,  or  signed  by  some  officer  of 
the  company  on  its  behalf,  to  be  thereunto  expressly  au- 
thorised by  some  minute  or  resolution  of  the  board  of  di- 
rectors, applying  to  the  particular  case;  and  that,  in  the 
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absence  of  such  requisites,  or  of  any  of  them,  any  such        1848. 
contract  shall  be  void  and  ineffectual,  (except  as  against       ridlbt 
the  company  on  whose  behalf  the  same  shall  have  been      Plymouth 
made)."    It  may  be  that  a  company  who  has  not  complied  Owwdiho  aot 

Baking  Go. 

with  the  requisites  of  that  section  cannot  derive  any        Knroa- 
benefit  from  the  contract;  but  such  company  is,  neverthe-   b^^^^^ 
less,  liable  to  be  sued  upon  it.     It  would  be  unreasonable  v. 

to  introduce  formalities,  by  omitting  which  the  company 
might  be  enabled  to  avoid  their  contracts.  [Parke,  B. — 
It  cannot  be  said  that  every  individual  member  has  power 
to  bind  the  Company  by  a  contract,  and  there  was  no  evi- 
dence to  shew  that  these  directors  had  any  authority.]  The 
third  section  of  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  110,  defines  the  word 
"  directors''  to  mean  "  the  persons  having  the  direction, 
conduct,  management,  or  superintendence  of  the  affairs  of 
a  company.''  Here  the  agreement  was  made  with  persons 
holding  themselves  out  to  the  world  as  managers  of  the 
Company,  and  who  by  usage  act  for  the  general  body  of 
shareholders.  Then,  as  to  the  objection  that  Ludd  had  no 
power  to  bind  the  Company  by  the  agreement  [Parke, 
R — ^If  the  board  had  power  to  demise,  there  is  evidence 
that  they  impliedly  sanctioned  the  agreement  But  sup- 
pose the  board  had  themselves  agreed  originally  to  demise, 
the  plaintiff  has  not  produced  the  evidence  necessary  to 
shew  their  authority  to  bind  the  Company.]  With  respect 
to  the  last  point,  the  language  of  the  chairman,  when  the 
plaintiff's  attorney  complained  to  the  board  of  the  distress, 
is  evidence  of  an  existing  tenancy,  and  a  liability  in  respect 
of  it  [Pa/rke,  B. — It  is  no  evidence  in  support  of  the  first 
county  for  there  is  an  issue  upon  the  precise  terms  of  the 
holding.  It  may,  however,  be  some  evidence  under  the 
count  for  money  paid;  for,  if  the  board  had  power  to 
bind  the  Company,  they  might  make  admissions  which,  on 
the  authority  oi  Shiterie  v.  Pooley{a),  would  render  other 

(a)  6  M.  &  W.  664. 
A  A  A  2 


plAlf. 
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1848.        proof  unnecessary.    It  was,  therefore,  some  evidence  to  go 

RrouBY       *^  *t^  j^^  of  a  promise  hj  the  board  to  recompense  the 

Plymouth      P^^i^tiff  ^^^  the  distress.] 
Grindino  and 

j^Q^  Butty  (with  whom  was  Couter),  in  support  of  the  rule, 

SBOME  RiouB   argued  that  the  agreement  was  not  a  matter  connected 
V,  with  the  business  for  which  the  Company  was  incorporated, 

and  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  shew  that  the  requi- 
sites of  the  44th  section  of  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  110  had  been 
complied  with,  or  at  least  to  give  some  proof  that  the  per- 
sons acting  as  directors  had  authority  to  bind  the  Com- 
pany; which  might  be  done  by  producing  the  copy  of  the 
deed  of  settlement,  which  is,  by  the  7th  section  of  that  act, 
required  to  be  registered  [He  was  then  stopped  by  the 
Court} 

Parke,  B. — ^The  rule  must  be  absolute.  With  regard  to 
the  first  objection,  I  am  satisfied  that,  under  this  act  of 
Parliament,  these  quasi  corporations  are  bound  by  their 
contracts,  though  not  under  seal,  and  though  they  have 
not  complied  with  the  requisites  of  the  44th  section.  That 
section  contains  a  clause,  "  that,  in  the  absence  of  such 
requisites,  or  any  of  them,  such  contract  shall  be  void  and 
ineffectual,  except  as  against  the  company  on  whose  behalf 
the  same  shall  have  been  made,"  If,  then,  this  contract  has 
in  fact  been  made  by  the  Company,  they  cannot  object 
that  it  was  not  under  seal;  but  it  is  competent  for  them 
to  say  that  the  contract  was  not  made  by  their  agents  hav- 
ing authority  to  bind  them.  In  an  ordinary  partnership, 
at  common  law  and  by  usage  of  trade,  one  partner  has 
power  to  bind  his  copartners  in  all  contracts  within  the 
scope  of  the  partnership  dealing.  But,  with  regard  to 
these  joint-stock  companies,  which  are  for  some  purposes 
a  partnership  consisting  of  a  great  number  of  individuals, 
the  same  rule  does  not  apply;  for  instance,  one  member 
could  not  bind  the  Company  by  signing  a  biU  of  exchange. 
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or  entering  into  other  similar  contracts.    The  question        1848. 
then  is,  who  has  authority  to  bind  them?    Now,  the  7  &  8        Ridlby 
Vict  c.  no,  s.  7,  provides,  that  there  shall  be  no  complete      Plymouth 
registration  of  such  a  joint-stock  company  until  a  copy  of  Gmndiwo  ahd 
their  deed  of  settlement  shall  have  been  delivered  to  the       kihos- 

Registrar  of  joint-stock  companies.     It  is,  therefore,  com-  b™<»»  Jimur 

,  Mill  Co. 

petent  to  every  person  dealing  with  such  a  company  to  «. 

ascertain  the  objects  of  the  company,  for  the  deed  must 
specify  them,  and  also  who  the  directors  are;  and  any  per- 
son may  find  in  that  deed  the  duties  of  the  directors  and 
their  powers  as  between  them  and  the  company.  There- 
fore, every  person  seeking  to  bind  the  company  by  a  con- 
tract with  the  directors,  must  give  some  proof  of  their  au- 
thority. I  perfectly  agree  that  the  liability  of  the  company 
may  be  shewn  without  producing  the  original  deed,  or  a 
copy  of  it,  provided  it  be  shewn  that  all  persons  who 
formed  the  company  had  sanctioned  any  particular  indi- 
viduals entering  into  contracts  to  bind  them; — ^if  there 
were  any  proof  of  such  authority,  no  doubt  the  company 
would  be  bound  This  case  fails,  because  it  is  not  shewn 
that  the  persons  who  entered  into  the  contract,  that  is, 
the  directors  present  at  the  board  meeting,  when  there 
was  some  evidence  of  their  sanctioning  the  agreement, 
were  competent  to  bind  the  Company.  It  is  said  that 
there  is  some  usage  of  trade,  that  the  directors  of  these 
companies  shall  bind  them.  That  must  depend  on  the 
particular  terms  upon  which  the  business  of  the  company 
is  carried  on;  and  no  evidence  has  been  given  on  that 
subject  Therefore,  in  the  first  place,  the  plaintifiP  has 
failed  in  shewing  a  competent  authority  to  enter  into 
the  contract;  and  when  the  deed  is  produced,  it  appears 
that  the  directors  present  at  the  meeting  when  the  agree- 
ment was  by  implication  sanctioned,  were  not  of  a  suffi- 
cient number  to  bind  the  rest  of  the  shareholders;  and 
unless  all  are  bound,  the  action  cannot  be  maintained. 
With  respect  to  the  agreement  itself,  although  Ludd,  who 
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1848.        signed  it,  was  not  at  that  time  secretary,  still  it  was 

RiDLBT       clearly  entered  into  on  behalf  of  the  Company,  and  if  it 

Plymouth     ^^^  '^^^^  sanctioned  by  the  number  of  directors  sufficient 

Gbdtding  AND  to  enter  into  contracts,  it  would  have  bound  the  Company. 
BaungCo.  .  .  ^     ^ 

^^^^       But  it  appears  to  have  been  sanctioned  at  a  board  meet- 

^^M^'^  Co  ^  ^^'  ^*  which  the  requisite  number  of  directors  were  not 
V.  present ;  and  consequently  the  defendants  are  not  bound 

by  it 

Platt,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Had  there  been 
a  contract  under  seal,  it  might  have  been  taken  for  grant- 
ed that  the  persons  who  caused  the  seal  to  be  impressed 
on  the  particular  instrument  had  authority  to  bind  the 
Company.  That,  however,  is  not  the  case  here;  conse- 
quently, it  was  necessary  to  shew  that  the  contract  was 
entered  into  by  a  number  of  the  governing  body  competent 
to  bind  the  Company. 

Rule  absolute. 


The  Kinosbbidge  Floub  Mill  CoMPAinr  v.  The  Plymouth, 
Stonehouse,  and  Devonpobt  Obinding  and  Baking 
Company. 

X  HIS  was  another  action  against  the  same  Company  for 
flour  supplied  by  order  of  the  secretaiy;  and  a  board  of 
directors,  consisting  of  less  than  five  persons,  had  acknow- 
ledged the  debt. 

Crowder  appeared  to  shew  cause,  and  attempted  to  dis- 
tinguish this  case  from  the  preceding,  inasmuch  as  the 
flour  had  been  consumed  on  the  premises  of  the  Company, 
and  in  the  course  of  their  trade.  [Parke,  R — ^Tou  can- 
not make  persons  liable  as  contracting  parties  without 
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shewing  that  they  directly  or  indirectly  authorised  the  lS48. 

contract     Now,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  deed,  it  Ridlet 

woidd  have  been  sufficient  if  five  directors  had  authorised  plyJouth 

the  secretary  or  a  servant  to  purchase  the  flour,  or  if  they  Gmndino  and 

hrf  r.«4.d  the  ^  of  .l.o»  who  did  orf»  it    Bu.  no  'TZT' 

such  proof  is  given.    The  rule  must,  therefore,  be  absolute  bbidgb  Floub 

^              ®    .   T                                '                   '  MillCo. 

to  enter  a  nonsuit  J  v. 

Rule  absolute.  Same. 


Allen  v.  Edmundson.  June  28. 


Di 


'EBT  for  goods  sold,  &c. — Plea:  that  the  defendant  The  holder  of 
drew  a  bill  of  exchange,  and  indorsed  it  to  the  plaintiff  on  of  exchange 
account  of  the  debt;  that  the  bill  was  dishonoured;  and  ti^^g^oSrs 

"  although  the  time  for  giving  due  notice  of  dishonour  had  *o  ^^  count- 
ing-house of 

elapsed  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  although  the  drawer,  for 
such  notice  might  have  been  given,  yet  the  defendant  had  J^jruoe'^ 
not  at  that  time,  nor  at  any  time  thereafter,  had  due  notice  o^^i^onour, 

•'  and  finding 

of  the  dishonour  of  the  bill" — Replication,  that  the  defend-  the  oonnting- 

^,,,  ,,  !_•■»>  ••!  house  shut,  he 

ant  had  due  notice;  upon  which  issue  was  joined.  knocked  at  the 

At  the  trial,  before  Rolfe,  B.,  at  the  Liverpool  Spring  t^'iZ^e^g, 

Assizes,  1848,  it  appeared  that  both  the  plaintiff  and  de-  became  away 

,  ,^  .  .  without  leav- 

fendant  resided  in  Manchester.  The  bill  was  dishonoured  ing  any  notice: 
in  London,  on  Saturday,  the  2nd  of  October,  and  was  sent  these  fiu^ts  did 
from  London  on  the  following  Monday,  and  received  by  l^^f^^^^ 
the  plaintiff,  in  Manchester,  on  Tuesday  the  5th  of  Octo-  due  notice,  but 

•      .  .  .  .  were  equiya- 

ber.    On  the  same  day  the  plaintiff  sent  it,  during  business  lent  to  a  dis- 
hours,  to  the  defendant's  counting-house.     The  messenger  S^l^ndought 
found  it  shut  up;  he  knocked  at  the  door  of  the  counting-  ^  have  been 

*  '  ^  °     BO  pleaded. 

house,  and  no  one  answering,  he  came  away.     On  the  fol-     Sembu,  that 
lowing  day  he  again  went,  and  found  nobody  there  but  a  might  have 
boy,  playing  on  the  stairs,  who  said  he  was  the  son  of  the  ^^'^the 
defendant,  and  that  his  father  was  in  London.     No  notice  drawer  from 

hifl  place  of 
business  as  an 
ezcufle  for  deliveiy  of  notice  on  the  proper  day,  and  that  a  delivery  at  the  first  opportunity, 
on  a  Bubaequent  day,  would  have  supported  an  averment  of  due  notice. 
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1848.        was  left  with  this  boy.     On  the  Monday  following,  the 
s.    ^    y      plaintiff  served  the  defendant  with  formal  notice  of  dis- 
EDMuicDflOH     honour,  when  he  said  it  was  too  late.    The  boy,  who 
was  called  as  a  witness  for  the  defendant,  said  that  his 
father  went  to  London  on  the  Tuesday,  and  returned  on 
the  following  Monday,  and  that,  during  his  absence,  the 
witness  remained  in  charge  of  the  counting-house,  and 
was  constantly  there  during  the  hours  of  businesa    He 
also  said,  that  if  any  notice  had  been  left  with  him  he 
would  have  forwarded  it  to  his  father.    The  plaintiff's 
counsel  relied  upon  Crosse  y.  Smith  (a)  as  an  authority  to 
shew  that  the  knocking  at  the  counting-house  door  on  the 
Tuesday,  was,  in  point  of  law,  notice  of  dishonour.    The 
learned  judge  told  the  jury  to  find  for  the  plaintiff,  if  thej 
believed  that  he  sent  to  the  defendant's  place  of  business, 
during  business  hours,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  notice  of 
dishonour,  and  the  messenger  knocked,  and  found  no  one 
there.    The  jury  having  found  for  the  plaintiff,  leave  was 
reserved  for  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if 
the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  evidence 
of  notice  of  dishonour. 
A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  accordingly, 

Atherton  shewed  cause. — ^The  facts  proved  support  the 
averment  of  notice.  It  will  probably  be  argued  that  such 
averment  can  only  be  proved  by  a  notice  in  fact,  either 
verbal  or  in  writing;  but  that  is  not  sa  The  notice  might 
have  been  sent  by  post,  or,  the  place  of  business  being 
closed,  put  through  the  door;  in  which  cases  the  defendant 
might  have  been  able  to  shew  that  it  never  reached  him. 
That  circumstance,  however,  would  not  negative  the  ayc^ 
ment  of  notice,  which  renders  it  evident  that  notice  does 
not  mean  something  which  has  come  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  party,  but  the  doing  certain  acts  which  the  law  reoog- 

« 

(a)  1  M.  &  Sel.  645. 
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nises  as  notice.  Here  what  the  plaintiff  did  was  clearly  equi*  1848. 
valent  to  notica  If  the  facts  had  been  set  out  specially  in 
a  plea,  it  would  have  been  bad  as  a  statement  of  evidence 
in  support  of  an  averment  of  notice.  It  is  admitted  that 
it  would  have  been  sufficient  to  have  left  the  notice  with 
any  person  at  the  defendant's  place  of  business.  [Parke, 
R — ^In  Houaego  v.  Gowne  (a)j  we  held  that  a  notice  left 
with  the  drawer's  wife,  at  his  house,  was  sufficient]  In 
this  case,  if  the  party  had  gone  through  the  idle  ceremony 
of  speaking  the  notice,  that  would  have  amounted  to  no 
more  than  what  was  done.  Crosse  v.  Smith  (p)  expressly 
decided,  that  notice  to  the  drawers  of  a  bill,  by  sending  to 
their  counting-house  during  the  hours  of  business  on  two 
successive  days,  knocking  there  and  making  noise  sufficient 
to  be  heard  by  persons  within,  and  waiting  there  several 
minutes,  the  inner  door  of  the  counting-house  being  locked, 
was  sufficient,  without  leaving  a  notice  in  writing  or  send- 
ing by  the  post  There  Lord  EUenborough  refers  to  a  case 
of  Goldsmith  v.  Blandy  before  Lord  Eldon,  where  the  only 
notice  was  by  a  clerk,  "  who  went  to  the  counting-house  of 
the  indorser,  found  the  counting-house  shut  up  and  no  per- 
son there,  saw  a  servant  girl,  who  said  nobody  was  in  the 
way,  and  he  then  returned,  without  leaving  any  message. 
Lord  Eldon  told  the  jury,  that  if  they  thought  the  indorser 
was  bound  to  have  somebody  there,  the  notice  was  regular." 
In  the  case  of  a  foreign  bUl,  if  a  notary  went  to  present  it 
at  the  proper  hours  of  business,  and  found  the  counting- 
house  closed,  he  would  protest  it  for  non-payment  (c);  but 
in  an  action  on  such  bill,  special  circumstances  would  not 
be  stated,  but  the  only  allegation  would  be  that  the  party 
had  notice  of  dishonour.  [PlaUy  R,  referred  to  Firth  v. 
Thrush  (rf)] 

Martin,  contrik. — Notice  of  dishonour  means  a  commu- 

(a)  2  M.  <k  W.  348.  {c)  Chitty  on  Bilk,  9th  edit,  455. 

(h)  1  M.  A  SeL  545.  (d)  8  B.  &  C.  387. 


722  EXCHBQUEB  REPORT& 

1848.  mcation  to  the  party  that  the  bill  is  unpaid,  coupled  with 
jojja  ^  demand  for  payment.  Then  how  can  circumstances 
EDMimDsoir  s^^^^K  ^^^^  ^^  notice  was  given,  because  it  could  not  be 
given,  prove  the  allegation  that  notice  was  given?  K 
the  facts  amount  to  a  dispensation  of  notice,  the  plaintiff 
shoidd  have  replied  it:  Burgh  v.  Legg{a).  Under  this 
allegation  he  is  bound  to  prove  a  notice  in  fact  [Alder^on, 
B. — In  Carter  v.  Flower  (b),  the  Court  say,  "  It  is  clear  that, 
if  no  notice  has  been  given  at  any  time,  the  excuse  ought 
to  be  set  out  on  the  record;  if  it  has  been  given,  but  at  a 
time  when  it  would  be  too  late  in  the  usual  course,  the 
matter  of  excuse  might  probably  be  used  to  shew  that  it 
was,  under  the  circumstances,  in  a  reasonable  time;  but, if 
not  given  at  all,  the  record  must  state  a  sufficient  excuse.''] 
In  Crosse  v.  Smith,  the  present  point  did  not  arise;  for, 
under  the  old  system  of  pleading,  it  was  unnecessaiy  to 
decide  whether  the  facts  amounted  to  actual  notice,  or  a 
dispensation  of  it 

Paske,  B. — ^We  are  all  agreed  that  the  rule  ought  to  be 
absolute  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  but  the  plaintiff  may  have  a 
new  trial  on  payment  of  costs.  The  point  for  considera- 
tion is,  whether  what  occurred  on  the  first  day,  on  going 
to  the  defendant's  counting-house,  was,  in  point  of  kw, 
due  notice  within  the  meaning  of  the  allegation  in  the 
replication.  On  the  authority  of  Crosse  v.  8fn%ih(c),  my 
Brother  Rol/e  thought  it  was,  but  we  granted  a  rule  in 
order  to  consider  whether  Crosse  v.  Smith  went  to  that 
extent,  and  whether  the  allegation  was  satisfied  by  the 
proof  Since  the  case  of  Crosse  v.  Smtth,  there  has  been 
that  of  Solarte  v.  Palmer  (d),  a  solenm  decision  of  the 
House  of  Lords,  which  has  been  followed  by  many  others, 
in  which,  though  the  strictness  of  the  rule  laid  down  in 
Solarte  v.  Palmer  has  been  modified,  particularly  by  this 

(a)  6  M.  <k  W.  418.  (c)  1  M.  <k  8eL  545. 

(b)  16  M.  &  W.  749.  (d)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  194. 
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Court,  in  Bailey  v.  Porter  (a),  still  a  notice  of  dishonour  re-  16^« 
quires  a  certain  formal  intimation  that  the  bill  has  been  Allkzt 
duljpresented  and  not  paid,  and  that  the  partygiving  notice  sdxukdsoh. 
means  to  hold  the  other  party  liable.  That  latter  requisite, 
according  to  subsequent  cases,  need  not  be  positive  and  ex- 
press, because  it  is  implied  from  the  fact  of  the  bill  being  pre- 
sented. Both  Crosse  v.  Smith,  and  the  prior  case  of  OolA- 
smith  V.  Bkmd,  were  decided  before  the  formalities  neces- 
sary on  giving  notice  of  dishonour  were  settled  and  acted 
on;  and  in  Crosse  v.  Smith  the  pleadings  were  not  such  as 
to  make  it  necessary  for  the  Court  to  distinguish  between 
a  dispensation  of  due  notice  and  the  giving  of  due  notica 
In  that  case.  Lord  EUenborough  laid  down,  that  the  going 
to  the  counting-house  during  business  hours,  and  finding 
no  one  there  to  receive  the  notice,  was  equivalent  to  a  dis- 
pensation of  notice,  since,  according  to  the  usage  of  trade, 
a  merchant  who  puts  his  name  to  a  bill  ought  to  be  ready 
at  his  place  of  business  to  receive  notice  of  the  bill's  dis- 
honour. In  fact,  he  engages  that  he  will,  by  himself  or 
his  servant^  be  ^there;  and  it  is  enough  for  the  party  who 
has  to  give  intimation  of  dishonour,  to  go  to  that  place, 
and  be  ready  to  deliver  it  K  the  merchant  be  not  there, 
it  is  his  own  fault; — the  holder  has  done  all  that  is  re- 
quired, and  the  not  having  found  any  party  at  the  place  of 
business  to  receive  the  notice,  is  equivalent  to  a  dispensa- 
tion of  it  Therefore,  there  is  no  doubt  of  the  propriety 
of  the  decision  of  Crosse  v.  Smith  But  I  cannot  accede  to 
that  case,  so  far  as  to  make  the  act  of  going  and  knocking 
at  the  door  equivalent  to  actual  notice.  If  the  plaintiff 
had  sent  a  written  notice  by  post,  or  had  left  it  by  putting 
it  through  the  door,  that  would  have  been  an  intimation 
of  dishonour,  in  proper  course  to  be  received  by  the  party; 
or,  if  the  plaintiff  found  a  person  there  and  delivered  a 
verbal  notice,  that  would  have  been  enough.    But  if  he 

(o)  14  M.  k  W.  44. 
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1848.  does  neither,  it  is  insufficient,  unless  the  facts  amount  to 
Aluen  &  dispensation  of  notice.  In  the  present  case  the  all^ation 
EDinnii>80N  ^  *^^  replication  is  not  proved,  and  there  has  been  no  inti- 
mation of  dishonour  to  satisfy  the  issue.  That  all^ation 
means  that  the  plaintiff  has  given  intimation  of  the  bill's 
dishonour  in  the  way  in  which  he  ought  to  do,  according 
to  the  usual  custom  of  trade.  Now,  though  there  bas 
been  a  dispensation  of  notice,  the  plaintiff  does  not  rely 
on  that,  but  takes  issue  on  the  fact  of  notice.  It  is  unne- 
cessary to  consider  whether  the  plaintiff  might  not  hare 
treated  the  absence  of  the  party,  not  as  a  dispensation 
from  giving  any  notice,  but  merely  as  an  excuse  for  not  de- 
livering it  on  that  day — for  he  was  not  bound  to  go  more 
than  once — and  whether,  if  he  had  gone  the  day  after  and 
delivered  it,  that  would  have  been  enough;  for  that  point 
was  not  taken  at  the  trial,  and  our  attention  is  confined  to 
what  was  done  on  the  first  day.  Perhaps,  if  the  plaintiff  had 
gone  the  day  after  he  saw  the  boy,  and  delivered  a  written 
notice,  it  would  have  been  a  question  for  the  jury,  whether 
he  ought  not  to  have  left  a  notice  the  day  before,  when  he 
found  a  person  at  the  counting-house  to  receive  messages. 
That  would  depend  upon  whether  the  person  was  a  mere 
boy,  or  a  clerk  who  kept  the  books.  If  he  chose  to  con- 
sider the  absence  of  the  party  from  his  counting-house  as 
an  excuse  for  delaying  the  notice,  he  might  treat  the  no- 
tice on  Monday  as  due  notice,  provided  he  had  no  imme- 
diate opportunity  of  serving  a  better  notice.  That  would 
again  leave  the  question  open,  whether,  when  he  saw  the 
boy,  he  might  not  have  delivered  a  better  notice.  But 
if  he  chooses  to  rely  on  the  attempt  on  the  first  day  as  an 
excuse  for  notice  altogether,  the  pleadings  ought  so  to 
have  stated  it  The  rule  will,  therefore,  be  absolute  for  a 
new  trial,  on  payment  of  costs  of  the  trial  within  a  week, 
the  plaintiff  to  be  at  liberty  to  amend  his  replication  on 
payment  of  the  costs  of  the  amendment  Otherwise,  a 
nonsuit  to  be  entered. 
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Aldbrson,  B. — Solarte  v.  PcUmer  decided  this  question 
also,  when  it  decided  that  a  notice  of  dishonour  required 
a  statement  of  particular  matters.  It  is  impossible  to  say 
that  the  knocking  at  a  door  is  a  statement  of  one  thing 
more  than  another.  The  circumstances  must,  therefore, 
amount  to  a  dispensation  of  notice,  and  ought  to  have 
been  pleaded  as  such. 

BoLFE,  R — Since  the  case  of  Soiarte  v.  Palmery  the  ex- 
pression, '^  notice  of  dishonour,"  means  something  beyond 
mere  notice:  there  must  be  a  demand  also.  It  is  dear 
that  knocking  at  a  door  cannot  be  a  demand. 

Platt,  R,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 


Elliott  v.  The  South  Devon  Railway  Company.  June  28. 

X  HIS  was  an  issue  directed  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  On  tho  trial 
England,  to  try  whether  the  South  Devon  Railway,  in  de-  ^hediOT^i»a. 


viating  from  the  level  in  passing  over  land  of  which  the  ^•y^     _^ 

plaintiff  was  the  owner  and  occupier,  was  passing  through  "town"  with- 

a  "  town,''  within  the  meaning  of  the  11th  section  of  the  ^Se  kS^ 

Railway  Clauses  ConsoUdation  Act,  8  &  9  Vict  c.  20,  ^^^^1^ 

which  enacts,  that,  "  in  making  the  railway,  it  shall  not  be  (8  ft  9  Vict, 
lawful  for  the  Company  to  deviate  from  the  levels  of  thejudg« 

the  railway,  as  referred  to  the  common  datum  line  de-  jSJ^^Jt  Uie^ 

scribed  in  the  section  approved  of  by  Parliament  and  as  word  "town" 

was  to  be  un- 
defretood  in  ita 
ordinary  and  popular  iense: — ffeld,  a  miadirection,  inaamuch  as  the  judge  oiurht  to  have 
given  such  a  definition  of  the  word  **  town  "  as  would  have  enabled  the  juiy  to  dedde  the  iasae. 
"Town/*  in  that  act,  means  a  collection  of  inhabited  houses  so  near  to  each  other  that  they 
may  reasonably  be  said  to  be  continuous,  and  the  term  will  include  a  space  of  open  ground 
surrounded  by  ()ontinuous  houses;  and,  tembk,  all  open  spaces  occupied  as  mere  acoe«arie8 
to  sttdi  houses,  although  not  so  suirounded. 
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1846,^  marked  on  the  same,  to  any  extent  exceeding  in  any  place 
Eluott  five  feet,  or  in  passingthrough  a  town,  village,  street,  or 
SoDTB  bivoH  Iftnd,  continuously  built  upon,  two  feet,  without  the  pre- 
Railway  Co.  yjoug  consent,  in  writing,  of  the  owners  and  occupiers  of 
the  land  in  which  such  deviation  is  intended  to  be  made." 
At  the  trial,  before  WighJtman,  J.,  at  the  Exeter  Spring 
Assizes,  1848,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner 
and  occupier  of  certain  fields,  which,  a  few  years  ago,  were 
unquestionably  in  the  country.  The  town  of  Plymouth 
had,  however,  considerably  increased,  and  the  land  ad- 
joining the  plaintiff's  was  now  built  upon,  so  that  his 
land  was  on  three  sides  bounded  by  houses  and  streets. 
On  the  fourth  side  it  was  bounded  by  building  land,  not 
yet  built  upon.  The  roads,  for  some  distance  beyond  the 
plaintiff's  land,  were  lighted,  paved,  and  watched  by  the 
commissioners  acting  in  execution  of  the  local  act,  5  Geo.  4, 
c.  xxiL  Although  the  plaintiff's  land  was,  from  its  situa- 
tion, very  likely  to  be  soon  built  upon,  and  was  of  great 
value  as  building  land,  it  was  as  yet  used  as  pasture  land. 
By  the  Vice-Chancellor's  order  it  was  admitted,  that  the 
railway,  in  passing  over  the  plaintiff's  land,  had  deviated 
from  the  level,  as  referred  to  the  datum  line,  more  than 
two  and  less  than  five  feet,  without  the  plaintiff's  consent 
The  learned  judge  told  the  jury  that  the  word  "  town,"  as 
used  in  the  act,  was  to  be  understood  in  its  ordinary  and 
popular  sense;  and  that  it  was  for  them  to  decide  whether 
the  plaintiff's  land  was  in  a  "  town,"  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  of  Parliament;  that  the  assessment  and  pay- 
ment of  rates  under  the  local  act  was  not  a  test  The  jury 
found  that  the  railway  on  the  plaintiff's  land  was  passing 
through  a  town,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 

A  rule  having  been  obtained,  calling  on  the  plaintiff 
to  shew  cause  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  of  misdirection  on  the  part  of  the  learned  judge 
in  not  properly  explaining  to  the  jury  the  meaning  of  the 
word  "  town :" 
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Cocldmm  and  Momiague  Smith  shewed  cause. — The  word  1848* 
"  town"  in  the  act  of  Parliament,  has  no  legal  or  technical  Ellioit 
meaning,  but  is  used  in  its  ordinary  and  popular  sense,  ^xmiyEvov 
and  therefore  did  not  require  any  definition.  Whether  RAn.wATCp. 
these  fields  were  "town"'  was  a  question  of  fact,  which 
the  jury  were  as  competent  to  decide  as  the  Court.  In 
Johnson's  Dictionary,  "  town'"  is  said  to  be  "  any  collec- 
tion of  houses  larger  than  a  village.''  [Alderson,  B. — ^It 
is  where  a  great  body  of  people  within  a  township  are  con- 
gregated together  in  houses.  It  means  land  continuously 
built  upon.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  green  of  Gros- 
venor-square  is  in  "  town,''  So,  a  railway  passing  through 
the  Temple  Gardens  would  be  passing  through  a  town. 
PkUty  B. — St.  James's  Park  is  in  "  town,"]  The  word  is 
used  in  contradistinction  to  the  term  country.  This  piece 
of  ground  is  rateable  under  the  5  Geo.  4,  a  xxii,  "  for 
better  paving,  lighting,  cleansing,  watching,  and  improving 
the  town  and  borough  of  Plymouth;"  the  105th  section  of 
which  enables  the  commissioners  to  assess  (amongst  other 
things)  «  all  gardens,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  adjoin- 
ingto  or  upon  any  of  the  streets,  lanes,  roads,  passages,  or 
other  public  places,  which  are  already  made  or  built,  or 
which  shall  hereafter  be  made  or  built,  within  the  popvhua 
or  town  part  of  the  said  borough.  [Rclfey  B. — The  case  re- 
sembles Badddey  v.  OingeU  (a),  where  we  had  to  deter- 
mine whether  certain  houses  were  "within  the  street," 
for  the  purpose  of  rating  them.  When  a  word  used  in  an 
act  of  Parliament  is  of  doubtftil  import,  the  judge  ought 
to  explain  it]  Suppose  any  question  arose  upon  the  word 
"  moor,"  in  an  act  of  Parliament,  would  the  judge  be 
bound  to  tell  the  jury  what,  in  point  of  fact,  a  moor 
was  ?  [AldersoTif  R — The  juiy  should  have  been  told  that 
the  meaning  of  the  statute  was,  to  give  protection  to  per- 
sons who  had  a  collection  of  houses  together;  and  that, 

(a)  1  Exoh.  319. 
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1848.  putting  a  liberal  construction  on  the  word  ''  town/'  they 
SujOTt  should  see  whether  this  land  was  fairly  within  the  ambit 
SouTH*DivoH  ^  *  collection  of  housea  The  judge  need  not  give  an 
Bjulwat  Co.  exact  definition  of  where  a  township  begins,  and  a  yilla^ 
ends;  but  he  ought  to  give  the  jury  intimation  of  what 
their  attention  is  to  be  directed  to.  Rdfe^  R — ^In  Co. 
litt.  115.  b.,  it  is  said,  "that  a  place  cannot  be  a  town  in  lav, 
unless  it  hath,  and  in  time  past  hath  had,  a  church  aad 
celebration  of  divine  service,  sacraments,  and  burials." 
No  doubt  the  word  "  town"  in  this  act  means  something 
different  from  the  legal  acceptation;  and  there  would  have 
been  no  misdirection,  if  the  judge  had  laid  down  such  a 
definition  as  would  have  enabled  the  jury  to  come  to  a 
correct  conclusion.]  The  learned  judge  called  the  atten- 
tion of  the  jury  to  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  left  it  to  them 
to  say  whether,  under  all  the  circumstances,  this  land  was 
"  town.'' 

Kimgdakei  Serjt,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  272nd 
section  of  the  Company's  Act  (7  &  8  Vict  a  Ixviii)  pro- 
hibits any  deviation  from  the  levels,  "  to  any  extent  ex- 
ceeding in  any  place  five  feet,  or,  in  passing  through  towns, 
two  feet,  without  the  consent  of  the  owners,  lessees,  and 
occupiers  of  the  land."  The  11th  section  of  the  Railway 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act  (8  &  9  Vict  a  26)  uses  the 
words, ''  in  passing  through  a  town,  village,  street,  or  land 
continuously  built  upon."  Is,  then,  the  same  definition  to 
apply  to  each  subject-matter  different  in  its  nature  ?  If  a 
town  varies  from  a  village,  and  a  village  firom  a  street,  it 
becomes  a  question  whether  land  continuously  built  on,  on 
three  sides,  and  open  on  the  other,  is  a  ''  town,  village, 
street,  or  land  continuously  built  on,"  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  There  must  be  some  definition  applicable  to 
each  of  these  particular  subject-matters,  and  they  ought 
to  be  defined,  notwithstanding  the  definition  may  be  diffi- 
cult   Whether  this  land  is  '^  town,"  is  a  mixed  question 
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of  law  and  fact;  and  the  learned  judge  ought  to  have        1B48. 
explained  to  the  jtuy  what  ''town'^  is,  within  the  meaning       blliott 
of  the  statute,  and  have  left  it  to  them  to  say  whether   souTH*i)Kroir 
this  land  is  "  town"  within  it     The  proper  definition  is  a    Railway  Co. 
place  within  the  ambit  of  which  inhabitants  have  collected 
for  the  purpose  of  residence.   That  would  include  an  open 
space  surrounded  with  houses,  such  as  Grosvenor^square, 
but  not  the  mere  suburbs  of  a  town.    The  learned  judge 
ought  to  have  laid  down  some  rule  by  which  the  jury 
would  be  satisfied  that  this  land  was  'Hown"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act    In  the  absence  of  any  definition, 
it  is  not  likely  that  the  jury  would  come  to  a  correct 
conclusion.     [Parke,  R — In  the  city  of  York,  there  are 
public  gardens  within  the  walla]     Here  the  railway  does 
not  touch  a  house  or  cross  a  street  until  after  it  has  left 
the  plaintiff's  land 

Pabke,  B. — ^There  must  be  a  new  trial  The  learned 
judge  was  certainly  not  bound  to  define  the  meaning  of 
the  word  '^  town,''  so  as  to  embrace  every  possible  case, 
yet  he  ought  to  have  given  a  definition  sufiScient  to  enable 
the  jury  to  decide  the  present  question,  which  is,  whether 
the  railway  can  be  considered  as  passing  through  a  '*  town,'' 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  Parliament  It  would 
appear  that  the  word  ''town"  is  not  to  be  understood 
in  its  strict  legal  interpretation,  as  a  township  having 
a  church  or  a  constable,  but  a  place  containing  a  num- 
ber of  houses  congregated  together — an  inhabited  spot 
where  the  occupation  is  continuoua  No  railway  entering 
the  boundary  of  that  town  can  be  raised  two  feet  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  persons  through  whose  land  it 
passea  Does,  then,  this  railway  enter  the  boundary  of 
collected  masses  of  houses?  I  think  not  But  it  is  a 
question  for  the  jury,  whether  this  open  space  is  continu- 
ously surrounded  with  housea  Such  a  space  may  be  part 
of  a  town,  although  not  built  upon,  if  there  are  masses  of 

VOL.  IL  B  B  B  BXOH. 
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1848.        houses  around  it;  as,  for  instance,  the  green  of  GrosTenor- 

ELLum       square.   Unless,  therefore,  this  piece  of  land  is  surrounded 

Sout/dsvoh   ^^^  houses,  so  that  the  railway,  in  passing  the  boundaij  of 

lUawAT  Co.   it,  enters  masses  of  inhabited  houses,  the  case  is  not  vithin 

the  act    I  do  not  mean  to  saj  that  the  open  space  must 

be  surrounded  with  houses  touching  each  otjier,  but  only 

continuously  surrounded  with  houses  in  the  popular  sense 

of  the  word  ''  continuoua''   There  ought  to  be  a  new  trial, 

in  order  that  the  judge  may  define  the  meaning  of  the 

term  **  town"'  in  this  act  of  Parliament. 

Aldbbson,  R — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  What  the 
walls  of  towns  were  in  ancient  times,  that  is,  a  boundary, 
continuous  buildings  are  now.  By  continuous  buildings  I 
do  not  mean  buildings  which  touch  each  other,  but  build- 
ings  so  reasonably  near  that  the  inhabitants  may  be  con- 
sidered as  dwelling  together.  Within  the  ambit  surround- 
ed by  such  houses  is  town,  and  when  the  railway  passes 
through  that  ambit  it  passes  through  town.  I  entertain 
some  doubt  whether  this  space  is  town:  it  appears  to 
me  country  land  extending  to  the  town,  and  not  town 
itself 

RoLFB,  E — ^The  verdict  in  this  case  is  wrong,  because 
the  jury  have  not  been  properly  directed  as  to  the  point  to 
which  they  should  apply  their  attention.  The  learned 
judge  was  bound  to  define  the  meaning  of  the  word  ^^town" 
sufficiently,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  jury  to  decide 
the  issue.  No  doubt  it  is  difficult  to  lay  down  a  definition 
which  would  meet  every  case.  At  first  I  thought  the  de- 
finition of  my  Brother  Parke  was  right,  but  it  occurred  to 
me  that  in  foreign  towns  there  are  what  they  call  a  ''place  " 
— a  parallelogram  of  ground,  with  houses  on  three  sides 
only,  and  on  the  fourth,  a  garden  cultivated  and  adorned 
for  the  sake  of  these  houses,  but  opening  upon  the  coim- 
try.    Such  a  spot  would,  no  doubt,  be  town,  although  it 
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is  not  continuously  surrounded  with  houses.     I  point  to  1848. 

this  in  order  to  shew  the  difficulty  of  giving  an  accurate  sluoit 

definition  which  shall  meet  all  cases.     Here  it  was  neces-  soothDivoh 

sary  to  define  what  the  jury  were  to  consider  as  "town,"  Bailway  Co. 
and  what  not 

Platt,  R — The  learned  judge  ought  certainly  to  have 
explained  to  the  jury  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  town'^  in 
the  act  of  Parliament,  and,  that  explanation  not  having 
been  given,  there  ought  to  be  a  new  trial 

Aldhbson,  R,  added — ^I  think  such  a  "  place  '*  as  my 
Brother  Rdfe  alludes  to  would  be  in  a  town,  if  the  garden 
was  occupied  as  an  accessory  to  the  dwelling-houses;  others 
wise,  if  it  were  an  inlet  to  the  countiy. 

Pabkx,  B. — I  think  so  too.  Probably  a  garden  attached 
to  a  house,  and  occupied  along  with  it,  should  be  reckoned 
as  part  of  the  house  in  considering  whether  the  houses  are 
continuous.  The  question  will  depend  upon  whether  this 
space  is  surrounded  with  houses  in  the  popular  sense  of 
the  word  "  houses,'^  so  as  to  be  within  the  ambit  of  the 
town. 

Rule  absolute. 


B  B  B  2 
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June  21.      Fkekhah  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Lbkdhah,  a  Bankrupt, 
V.  Edwasds  and  Others. 


Tk 


L  KESFASS  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  assignees  of  John  Le«d- 
tiT^  ul^uT  ham,  a  bankrupt,  for  the  seizure  of  certain  goods,  the  pro- 
»  ^^opt, '  P*rty  of  the  plaintiffs  as  such  assignees. 
*^tj^^t''  ^^®  defendants  pleaded,  (with  other  pleas),  thirdly,  tliM 
L,  before  hii  before  the  time  when  &c.,  and  before  and  at  the  time  of 
being  uued  in  tihe  making  of  the  indenture  hereinafter  mentioned,  and 
^^oU^e-  ''^fore  J.  Leedham  became  bankrupt,  J.  Leedham  was 
•™">.i"  oop-  seised  in  hb  demesne  as  of  fee,  at  the  will  of  the  lord  of 
1100/.  oove-  the  manor  of  Wakefield,  in  the  county  of  York,  according 
i^ertbemto  **•  t^^  custom  of  the  saJd  manor,  of  certain  customary 
^5^J?°^"  tenements  and  messuages  demisable  by  copy  of  coort  roll 
inject  to  k  of  the  Said  manor;  and  being  so  seised,  and  before  the 
acmpUan;uid  Said  time  when  &c.,  and  before  J.  Leedham  became  bank- 
tnentoftliem-  "^pt.  by  a  certain  indenture  then  made  between  J.  Leed- 
teiHtaftbe  jiam  of  the  one  part,  and  the  defendants,  H.  Edwards  and 
1400/.,  li.  W.  Busfield,  of  the  other  part,  J.  Leedham,  in  porsnauce 
a^odantB,  of  a  certain  therein-mentioned  agreement,  and  in  consider- 
u  the*intai^  ation  of  the  sum  of  140(W,  to  him  paid  and  advanced  by 
Hliould  bs  in  H.  Edwards  and  W.  Busfield,  upon  the  execution  of  the 
oertun  time.  Said  indenture,  did  for  himself,  his  heirs,  &c.,  covenant, 
iavM  for  the  promise,  and  agree  to  and  with  the  defendants,  H.  £d- 
^1^d*dil^  wards  and  W.  Busfield,  their  heirs,  &c,  that  he,  J.  Leed- 
tnin  for  the  ham,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  and  also  Nancy,  the  wife  of  him, 
plea  then  J.  Leedham,  for  the  purpose  of  releasing  all  claim  and  title 
■Dmnder  ud  ^  free-bench,  and  all  other  necessary  parties,  should  and 
■dnuttuoe  of  -^ould  forthwith  well  and  effectually  surrender,  pass,  and 
uta,  and  jiu.  give  into  the  hands  of  the  lord  of  the  manor  of  Wakefield, 
nra  of  the         in  the  county  of  York,  according  to  the  custom  of  that 

■■  >  distRM  fbr  the  intomrt  in  irmi;^Hdd,  after  rerdiiTt,  tlat 
I  (o  JadgmeDt  non  alwtuite  veredicto,  for,  aesmniug  the  gnnt  t< 

it  ceased  to  be  wi  apon  the  admittance  of  the  moHgage 
nl7  take  effect  u  ■  covenant,  binding  mch  gooda  of  t£e  la 
the  premisea  at  the  time  of  the  diatrsM. 
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manor,  amongst  other  messuages  or  tenements,  a  certain  1848. 
messuage,  dwelling-house,  or  tenement,  commonly  called  frkemak 
or  known  by  the  name  or  sign  of  the  Queen's  Head  Inn,  bdwardb 
with  the  appurtenances,  situate  &c.,  to  the  use  and  be- 
hoof of  the  defendants,  H.  Edwards  and  W.  Busfield,  their 
heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  to  be  holden  of  the  lord  of  the 
manor  by  the  rents,  suits,  and  services  in  respect  of  the 
same  premises  due  and  of  right  accustomed ;  subject,  never- 
theless, to  a  certain  proviso  for  redemption  of  the  pre- 
mises in  the  indenture  contained.  And  J.  Leedham  did, 
in  and  by  the  said  indenture,  covenant  and  agree  to  and 
with  H.  Edwards  and  W.  Busfield,  that  he,  J.  Leedham, 
should  and  would  well  and  truly  pay  and  cause  to  be  paid 
unto  H.  Edwards  and  W.  Busfield,  the  principal  sum  of 
14002.,  with  interest  for  the  same  at  the  rate  of  U,  10a 
for  1002L  for  a  year,  on  the  23rd  of  June  next  ensuing  the 
making  of  the  indenture.  And,  for  the  better  payment 
of  the  interest  of  the  said  sum  of  14002.,  J.  Leedham  did, 
in  and  by  the  said  indenture,  grant  unto  H.  Edwards  and 
W.  Busfield,  that,  as  often  as  it  should  happen  that  the 
said  interest  should  be  in  arrear,  in  the  whole  or  any 
part,  for  the  space  of  twenty-eight  days  after  the  23rd  of 
June,  or  the  23rd  of  December,  in  any  year  during  the 
continuance  of  the  security  of  the  said  indenture,  it  should 
be  lawful  for  the  defendants,  H.  Edwards  and  W.  Busfield, 
into  and  upon  the  said  messuages  and  tenements,  heredita- 
ments, and  premises  hereinbefore  covenanted  to  be  surren- 
dered, or  into  or  upon  any  part  thereof,  in  the  name  of  the 
whole,  to  enter,  and  distrain  for  the  same  interest,  and  the 
arrears  thereof,  and  the  distress  or  distresses  then  and  there 
found  to  impound,  and  in  pound  to  detain,  and  in  due  time 
to  appraise  and  dispose  of  the  same  according  to  the  due 
course  of  law,  in  the  same  manner  in  all  respects  as  land- 
lords are  authorised  to  do  in  respect  of  distresses  for  arrears 
of  rent  reserved  upon  leases  for  years;  to  the  intent  that 
H.  Edwards  and  W.  Busfield  should  thereby  be  paid  and 
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1848.  satisfied  all  arrears  of  the  said  interest^  and  all  costs  no- 
casioned  by  the  nonpayment  thereof,  prout  patet,  be. 
Averment,  that  J.  Leedham,  being  so  seised  of  the  said 
customary  messuages  and  tenements,  with  the  appurte- 
nances, he  the  said  J.  Leedham,  and  also  Nancy,  his  irife, 
for  the  considerations  aforesaid,  and  in  pursuance  of  the 
aforesaid  covenant,  afterwards  and  before  the  said  time 
when  &c.,  and  before  J.  Leedham  became  bankrupt,  at  a 
general  court  of  the  lord  of  the  manor  of  Wakefield,  ac- 
cording to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor,  to  wit,  in  op^ 
court,  there  surrendered  the  said  customary  messoages 
and  tenements,  with  the  appurtenances,  to  the  use  of  the 
defendants,  H.  Edwards  and  W.  Busfield,  their  heirs  and 
assigns,  to  the  intent  that  they  might  be  admitted  tenants 
of  the  said  premises,  all  which  premises,  being  copyhold, 
were  then  and  there,  at  the  said  court,  to  wit,  by  copy  of 
court-roll  granted  unto  the  said  H.  Edwards  and  W.  Bus- 
field,  to  hold  to  them,  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever; 
subject^  nevertheless,  to  the  proviso  or  agreement  for  re- 
demption thereof  contained  in  the  hereinbefore-mentioned 
indenture,  and  with,  under,  and  subject  to  the  powers^ 
provisoes,  declarations,  and  agreements  comprised  therein, 
and  according  to  the  purport,  intent,  and  meaning  of  the 
said  indenture,  to  be  holden  of  the  lord  of  the  said  manor 
by  the  rents,  suits,  and  services,  according  to  the  custom 
thereof;  and  the  defendants,  H.  Edwards  and  W.  Busfield, 
were  then  and  there  at  the  same  court  admitted,  to  wit, 
by  copy  of  court-roll,  tenants  of  the  said  messuages  and 
tenements,  according  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  said 
surrender,  and  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor. 
That,  after  the  making  of  the  said  indenture  and  surrender, 
and  after  the  admittance  of  the  defendants,  H.  Edwards  and 
W.  Busfield,  and  whilst  the  said  sum  of  14002.  remained 
due  and  owing  upon  the  said  security,  and  during  the 
continuance  of  the  said  security  of  the  said  indenture, 
and  whilst  the  said  power  of  distress  was  in  full  force  and 
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virtue,  and  before  the  said  time  when  &a,  31Z.  10a.  of  the  1848. 
interest  aforesaid,  at  the  rate  aforesaid,  of  the  said  sum  of  fbidcak 
1400&  for  one  half  year,  was  due  and  unpaid  firom  J.  bdwards. 
Leedham  to  the  defendants,  H.  Edwards  and  W.  Busfield, 
and  continued  so  due  and  unpaid  for  more  than  twenty- 
eight  days  next  following;  whereupon  the  defendants,  H. 
Edwards  and  W.  Busfield,  in  their  own  right,  and  the  de- 
fendant, T.  Halliwell,  as  the  servant  and  bailiff  of  H. 
Edwards  and  W.  Busfield,  and  by  their  command,  at  the 
said  time  when  Sue,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  power 
of  distress  so  granted  as  aforesaid,  and  of  the  said  stipu- 
lations in  the  said  indenture  contained  in  that  behalf,  en- 
tered into  the  said  messuage  or  dwelling-house,  &a,  being 
in  the  possession  of  the  said  J.  Leedham,  to  distrain  for 
the  said  half  year's  interest  so  due  and  in  arrear,  and  did 
then  and  there  distrain  the  goods  and  chattels  in  the  de- 
claration mentioned,  the  same  being  then  in  and  upon  the 
said  premises,  and  being  subject  to  such  distress,  as  and 
for  a  distress  for  the  said  sum  of  312L  10a  so  in  arrear  firom 
J.  Leedham:  quae  sunt  eadem,  &c. 

The  plaintiff  replied  by  traversing  the  possession  of  J. 
Leedham  at  the  time  of  the  distress;  on  which  issue  was 
joined,  and  a  verdict  found  for  the  defendanta  All  the 
other  issues  were  found  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Knowles,  in  last  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  non  obstante  veredicto,  on  the 
above  plea :  against  which 

Martin  and  Cotding  now  shewed  cause. — First,  the  grant 
operated  as  a  valid  rent-charge,  and  entitled  the  defendants 
to  distrain  upon  any  goods  found  on  the  premises:  John- 
son V.  Faidkner(a),  2  Wms.  Saund.  290,  note  n.  In  LitUe- 
ton,  sect  221,  it  is  said,  "  Also,  if  one  make  a  deed  in  this 

(a)  2  Q.  B.  925. 


V. 
XiDWABDe. 
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1848.  manner^  that  if  A.,  of  R,  be  not  yearely  payed  at  the  feast 
of  Christmasse  for  terme  of  his  life  zx.  &  of  lawfoll  money, 
that  then  it  shall  be  lawfull  for  the  said  A.  of  B.  to  dis* 
treyne  for  this  in  the  mannor  of  F.  &a,  this  is  a  good 
rent-charge,  because  the  mannor  is  charged  with  the  rent 
by  way  of  distresse;  and  yet  the  person  of  him  which 
makes  such  deed  is  discharged  in  this  case  of  an  action  of 
an  annuitie,  because  he  doth  not  grant  by  his  deed  any 
annuitie  to  the  said  A.  of  R,  but  granteth  only  that  he 
may  distreine  for  such  annuity/'  And  in  the  Conmient- 
ary  on  that  section,  Lord  Coke  says  (a),  ^' And  yet  no  rent 
is  expressly  granted  out  of  the  manor,  but  by  the  grant 
that  he  shall  distrain  for  such  a  yearly  sum  of  money  in 
judgment  of  law,  the  manor  is  charged  with  the  rent''  A 
rent-chai^e  may  be  granted  in  fee,  or  for  life,  or  years, 
and,  in  like  manner,  it  may  be  created  out  of  any  estate 
or  teruL  A  grant  of  a  rent-charge  for  life  by  a  tenant  for 
years  is  not  void,  but  is  good  as  a  chattel  interest:  JSaffery 
V.  ElgoodQi).  [Parke^  B. — ^Here  the  mortgagee  has  been 
admitted,  and  has  got  the  entire  estate.]  This  clause  of 
distress  is  usually  inserted  in  mortgage  deeds,  and  the  con- 
stant practice  of  conveyancers  is  an  argument  in  its  fayour. 
In  Coote  on  Mortgages  (c),  it  is  said,  "To  enable  a  mortgagee 
to  distrain  on  the  mortgagor  in  possession,  an  agreement 
to  that  effect  should  be  inserted  in  the  mortgage  deed,  and 
a  sum  certain  be  stated  by  way  of  rent"  The  admittance 
of  the  mortgagee  to  the  copyhold  gave  him  no  greater 
estate  than  he  took  by  the  conveyance  A  rent-charge 
lies  in  grant,  and  may  be  created  by  a  copyholder  without 
surrender  and  admittance.  Though,  perhaps,  the  copy- 
holder might  have  no  right,  as  against  the  lord,  to  make 
the  charge,  yet  it  would  be  good  as  against  the  grantor. 
The  power  to  enter  and  distrain  is  not  contingent  upon 
surrender  and  admittance,  the  effect  of  which  is  merely  to 

{a)  Co.  Litt.  146.  b.  (h)  1  A.  &  E.  191. 

(c)  Page  417,  2nd  edit. 
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pass  the  land,  subject  to  the  previous  charge  and  right  of  1B48. 
distress.  What  inconsistency  is  there  in  a  grant  by  the  same  Fbsbiav 
deed  of  the  fee  simple  in  copyhold  land,  and  also  of  a  rent-  edwabdb. 
charge?  No  merger  could  take  place,  unless  the  estate  vested 
by  a  separate  instrument  [Parke,  B. — ^This  deed  operates  as 
a  covenant  to  convey  the  estate,  with  an  immediate  grant 
of  a  rent-charge;  the  estate  is  not  created  until  admits 
tance.]  Then,  conceding  that  the  mortgagor  had  a  mere 
equity  of  redemption,  why  should  not  a  rent-charge  issue 
out  of  it?  There  is  no  difference  between  an  equity  of  re* 
demption  and  a  tenancy  at  will,  and,  in  the  latter  case,  a 
rent-charge  might  clearly  be  granted  So  here,  the  grant 
is  good  as  against  the  assignees  of  the  mortgagor.  IParhe, 
R — ^There  is  no  estate  upon  which  the  rent-charge  can  at- 
tach. A  mortgagor  in  possession  is  not  tenant  at  will  to 
the  mortgagee.  The  current  notion  is,  that  the  relation 
of  landlord  and  tenant  does  not  exist,  unless  there  is  a 
covenant  which  operates  as  a  lease  from  the  mort- 
gagee to  the  mortgagor.  If  there  is  any  definite  time 
during  which  the  mortgagor  is  to  remain  in  possession, 
that  operates  as  an  interest  in  him ;  but,  if  the  time  is 
indefinite,  his  occupation  is  merely  permissive.  Piatt, 
R — ^If  the  mortgagee  brought  ejectment,  would  he  not  lay 
the  demise  the  day  after  admittance  ?]  If  one  grants  to 
another  an  estate  in  fee  simple,  by  deed  containing  a 
covenant  that  the  grantor  shall  remain  in  possession,  and 
that  the  grantee  shall  have  a  right  to  enter  and  distrain 
as  often  as  a  certain  annual  sum  should  remain  unpaid, 
such  a  covenant  would  operate  as  a  grant  of  a  rent-charge. 
[Ro^e,  B. — If  there  be  a  grant  of  a  rent-charge,  and  after- 
wards a  feoffment  is  made  to  the  grantee,  the  rent-charge 
is  extinguished.  It  is  the  same  here.  Admittance  means 
actual  possession,  delivered  by  the  rod]  The  fee  simple 
becomes  vested  in  the  grantee,  not  by  any  act  of  the 
grantor,  but  by  the  act  of  the  lord.     [Alderson,  B. — In  a 
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1848^  note  to  the  case  of  Keech  v.  Holly  in  Smith's  Leading 
Cases  (a),  the  conclusion  come  to  is,  that  the  mortgagor  is 
tenant  at  sufferance.]  [He  also  referred  to  PcXUU  y. 
Forres  (6).] 

Secondly,  if  this  be  not  a  rentrcharge,  it  is  an  au- 
thority or  license  given  by  the  bankrupt  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  and  irrevocable  by  him,  and  which  is  vdid 
as  against  his  assignees,  by  virtue  of  the  2  &  8  Vict  c.  29. 
[Parkef  B. — ^The  bankrupt  could  not  revoke  it,  because  it 
is  a  covenant  coupled  with  an  interest;  but  how  are  the 
assignees  bound  by  it  ?]  The  case  of  Haw&am  v.  The 
NmooasUe^upon-Tyne  and  North  Skidds  Railway  Com- 
pany  (c)  shews  that  the  assignees  would  be  bound  by  all 
the  equities  arising  from  the  covenant  Besides,  the  plea 
expressly  avers,  and  after  verdict  it  must  be  taken  to  be 
found,  that  the  goods  were  subject  to  the  distresa  In 
order  to  carry  out  the  intention  of  the  parties,  the  Oourt 
will  construe  the  grant  as  having  some  effect  after  surren- 
der and  admittance. 

Knawlea  and  Addison^  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^Assuming 
this  to  be  a  grant  of  a  rent-chaige,  with  a  power  of  dis- 
tress, it  ceased  to  be  so  as  soon  as  the  estate  passed  by  sur- 
render and  admittance.  The  object  of  the  provision  was 
to  protect  the  grantee  until  he  was  admitted;  and  it  can- 
not be  said  that,  until  that  time,  the  grant  would  operate 
in  one  way,  and,  after  admittance,  become  something  else. 
When  the  grantee  got  possession  of  the  estate,  all  the 
powers  incidental  to  the  rent-charge  were  at  an  end; 
therefore,  whether  this  grant  be  treated  as  a  rent-chaige 
or  a  license,  its  purpose  being  answered,  it  is  no  longer  of 
any  avail  It  is,  in  truth,  a  mere  agreement  that  the 
grantee  shall  be  at  liberty  to  take  the  goods  of  tiie 

(a)  Vol.  1,  p.  293.  2,  1848,  not  yet  reported. 

(5)  Exchequer  Chamber,  May         (c)  3  Q.  B.  734,  n. 
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grantor  on  the  premises;  but,  when  the  bankruptcy  took      ^  1848. 
place,  the  grantor  ceased  to  have  any  interest  in  the  goods. 
Howes  V.  Ball  (a)  shews  that  an  agreement  of  this  kind  is 
not  binding  on  the  assignees.   [They  were  then  stopped  by 
the  Court] 

■ 

Pabke,  B. — If  this  grant  be  treated  as  a  rent-charge,  it 
could  only  be  so  as  long  as  the  estate  remained  in  the 
mortgagor,  that  is,  until  surrender  by  him  and  admittance 
of  the  mortgagee.  It  may  be  that,  until  that  time,  the 
deed  would  operate  as  a  grant  of  a  rent-charge  affecting 
the  estate,  just  as  a  lease  for  years  would  be  good,  though 
a  forfeiture  of  the  copyhold  as  against  the  lord,  if  he  chose 
to  insist  upon  it.  But,  after  surrender  and  admittance, 
the  rent-charge  ceased ;  for  a  person  cannot  at  the  same 
moment  grant  a  rent-charge,  and  also  the  fee  simple  in 
freehold  or  copyhold  land.  Therefore,  this  grant  ceased  to 
be  a  legal  obligation  on  the  land,  from  the  moment  of  sur- 
render and  admittance.  The  defendants'  counsel  con- 
tended, that,  in  order  to  carry  out  the  real  intention  of  the 
parties,  we  must  construe  the  grant  as  having  some  effect 
afterwards.  Its  only  effect  is,  that  it  is  in  the  nature  of  a 
covenant  binding  the  bankrupt  himself,  or  his  legal  repre- 
sentatives, but  not  third  persons.  The  plaintiffs'  counsel 
argued,  that  it  could  not  be  construed  as  a  covenant;  and  if 
it  was  a  rent-charge,  it  was  created  for  a  particular  purpose^ 
and  that  purpose  being  satisfied,  the  deed  ceased  to  operate. 
If  they  are  rights  there  is  an  end  of  the  case;  if  wrong, 
the  covenant  could  only  bind  the  goods  of  the  bankrupt  in 
this  way: — ^he  covenants,  that,  whenever  it  should  happen 
that  the  interest  is  in  arrear  for  a  certain  time,  and  the 
mortgagee  chooses  to  avail  himself  of  the  power,  all  the 
goods  of  the  mortgagor  shall  be  liable  to  a  distress,  in 

(a)  7  B.  d?  0.  481. 
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1848^  the  same  manner  as  to  a  distress  for  rent  That  oper< 
ates  on  all  the  goods  which  should  be  his  at  the  time 
of  the  distress;  it  is  no  lien  on  any  specific  goods.  Be- 
fore the  distress  and  bankruptcy,  there  were  no  goods 
liable  to  that  charge,  but  only  liable  to  a  possibility  of 
distress.  It  all  depended  i\pon  the  subsequent  contingency 
of  what  might  happen  to  be  on  the  premises;  and  it  could 
not  be  said  that  any  one  article  in  particular  was  chaiged. 
It  is  not  like  the  case  of  Hawthorn  v.  The  NetaccuUe^pon- 
Tyne  and  North  Shidds  Railway  Company  (a),  for  there 
the  goods  were  in  the  possession  of  the  Company.  Here  it 
was  a  mere  matter  of  contingency,  and  the  goods,  passing 
to  the  assignees  by  the  bankruptcy,  ceased  to  be  operated 
on  by  the  covenant,  since  they  were  no  longer  the  pro- 
perty of  the  bankrupt,  but  of  his  assignees.  Consequently, 
admitting  that  the  deed  ought  to  be  construed  as  the  de- 
fendants' counsel  contend,  this  plea  is  no  answer  to  the 
action,  but  is  bad  in  substance,  as  containing  a  confes- 
sion of  the  right  of  action,  and  no  sufficient  avoidance  of 
it  Therefore,  we  are  bound  to  give  judgment  for  the 
plaintiffs,  non  obstante  veredicto. 

Albebsok,  R — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  may  be  that 
this  was  a  good  rent-charge,  but  then  it  was  put  an  end  to 
when  the  mortgagees  got  possession.  Granting  that  is  not 
so,  and  that  it  is  now  to  be  converted  into  a  covenant,  it  is 
not  a  covenant  to  take  all  the  property  on  the  premises, 
but  it  is  a  covenant  to  take  the  goods  of  the  mortgagor  on 
the  premises;  and  there  is  no  specific  lien  on  any  particu- 
lar goods.  Before  the  time  arrives  when  the  contingency 
happens  which  is  to  govern  the  matter,  the  goods  cease 
to  be  the  party's  goods.  This  is  neither  a  rent-charge, 
nor  is  it  a  covenant  enabling  the  mortgagees  to  seize  the 
goods  of  the  assignees ;  consequently  the  plea  is  bad. 

(a)  3  Q.  B.  734,  n. 
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BoLFEy  R — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  will  merely  ^1848. 
mention,  with  reference  to  the  extinguishment  of  the  rent- 
chaige,  that  Mr.  Martin  seemed  to  suppose  that  there  was 
some  distinction  in  this  case,  because  the  grantees  did  not 
take  the  entire  fee  simple,  but  only  subject  to  an  equity 
of  redemption.  That,  however,  is  immaterial:  an  estate  for 
lives  or  years  will  suspend  a  rent-charge. 

Platt,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Rule  absolute. 


Hague  v.  Dandesok.  ^^^  21. 

xVsSUMPSIT  against  the  defendant,  as  registered  public  The  deed  of 
officer  of  the  Bamsley  Banking  Company,  for  money  had  banking  oo- 
and  received  for  the  plaintiff's  use,  and  on  an  account  j^^^?*^ 
stated. — Plea,  non  assumpsit  "*^^  *^f  ^' 

,  ,         reotoTB  ffhonld 

At  the  trial,  before  Alderson,  B.,  at  the  York  Spring  have  a  lien  on 

V>%^^     Ask ^Mtf^^VA  ^BAA^K 

Assizes,  1848,  it  appeared  that  the  action  was  brought  jeodb  of  every 
to  recover  241,  being  the  amount  of  two  dividends  on  SjSfd^lfrf^' 
shares  held  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  Barnsley  Banking  bimtothe 
Company.    Whenever  a  dividend  was  declared,  the  di-  that  "tlie  di- 
rectors of  the  bank  forwarded  to  each  shareholder  a  cir-  Sl^JS^^^Pd^ 
ciilar,  stating  the  amount  of  dividend  payable  to  him,  ^^^f"^*** 
and  informing  him  that  the  same  would  be  paid  on  his  Jiamcilmi^k 
applying  at  the  bank  on  a  day  named.     Two  successive  ^  othenvilw 
half-yearly  dividends  having  been  declared,  on  each  oc-  ^eliJil!?* 
casion   a   circular  of  the  above   description   was  sent  can  might  n- 
to  the  plaintiff.    The  plaintiff  demanded  the  amount  of  taining  pay- 
each  dividend  respectively  at  the  bank  after  the  day  dbSi/*-^ 
named  for  payment  had  elapsed,  and  was  reftised  payment,  ?^^^  *^ 
on  the  ground  that  he  had  overdrawn  his  account  as  a  Hen,  not  only 

on  the  shaiea 
hat  alao  on  the 

dividends  of  a  shareholder  who  had  overdrawn  his  acoonnt;  and  therefore  that  he  oould  not 

reoover  inch  dividends  as  money  had  and  received  to  his  use. 
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customer,  and  that  the  bank  had  a  lien  on  the  dividends 
for  the  balance  agidnst  him.  The  plaintiff's  acoomit 
was  in  fact  overdrawn,  and  the  balance  against  him  ex- 
ceeded 24i,  It  was  objected,  on  behalf  of  the  defendants, 
that  the  action  for  money  had  and  received  would  not 
lie;  or,  at  all  events,  by  the  terms  of  the  deed  of  settle- 
ment, the  Company  had  a  lien  on  the  dividends  as  well  as 
the  shares.  The  learned  judge  nonsuited  the  plaintiff, 
reserving  leave  for  him  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  iti. 
A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  accordingly. 


Martin  and  Hugh  HtU  shewed  cause. — ^First,  the  action 
for  money  had  and  received  will  not  lie;  neither  is  there 
any  evidence  to  support  an  account  stated.  No  money 
was  ever  set  apart  for  the  payment  of  these  particular 
dividends;  but,  on  the  application  of  each  shareholder,  he 
would  receive  the  amount  due  to  him  out  of  the  general 
fund  of  the  bank.  [The  Court  then  requested  them  to  con- 
fine the  argument  to  the  question,  whether  the  bank  had 
a  lien  on  the  dividends  for  the  balance  of  the  overdrawn 
account]  The  33rd  clause  (a)  gives  the  directors  a  lien 
on  the  '^shares  and  stock''  of  every  shareholder,  in  respect 


(a)  Sect.  33.  ''  That  the  di- 
rectors for  the  time  being  shall 
have  a  lien  on  the  shares  and 
stock  of  each  shareholder  of  the 
said  Company  for  and  in  re- 
spect of  all  debts,  liabilities,  and 
engagements  due  to  and  subsist- 
isg  with  the  Company,  by  or  on 
the  part  of  such  shareholder, 
either  in  respect  of  cash  advances, 
or  any  balance  or  balances,  or 
running  bills,  or  notes,  or  on  any 
account  generally;  and  whether 
such  debts,  liabilities,  or  engage- 
ments be  those  of  such  share- 
hold^  individually  or  jointly,  or 
as  surety  for,  or  in  partnership 


with  any  other  peison  or  penons; 
and  such  lien  shall  at  all  times 
and  in  all  cases  be  the  first  and 
paramount  lien  on  the  AmeB  and 
stock  of  eveiy  such  shareholder; 
and  such  directors  may,  and  they 
are  hereby  empowered,  to  cancel 
and  extinguish,  and  declare  for- 
feited, or  to  seU  or  dispose  of  the 
shares  of  such  shareholder,  either 
wholly  or  in  part,  or  otherwise 
deal  with  the  same  as  the  case 
may  seem  to  require,  in  order  to 
obtain  satisEaction  or  payment  of 
all  or  any  part  of  such  debts,  lia- 
bilities, or  engagements." 
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of  debts  due  firom  him  to  the  Company.  That  must  ne- 
cessarily include  the  profits  flowing  from  the  shares  and 
stock.  The  subsequent  part  of  the  clause  empowers  the 
directors  to  cancel  or  sell  the  shares,  either  wholly  or  in 
part  The  8th  clause  renders  each  shareholder  entitled 
to  the  profits,  and  liable  to  the  losses,  "  in  proportion  to 
his  shares  in  the  capital  fund  or  joint  stock  thereof  No 
argument  can  be  drawn  from  the  conclusion  of  the  49th 
section  (a),  which  provides  that  no  proprietor  in  arrear  for 


Xo4o« 


(a)  Clause  49.  ''That  a  general 
aimual  meeting  of  the  shareholders 
of  this  Company  shaU  be  held  on 
the  second  Thursday  in  the  month 
of  February  in  each  and  every 
year  during  the  continuance  of 
this  Company,  at  eleven  o'clock  in 
the  forenoon,  at  such  convenient 
place,  at  Bamsley,  as  the  direc- 
tors for  the  time  being  shall  ap- 
point ;  of  which  meeting  the  di- 
rectors for  the  time  being  shall 
cause  fourteen  days'  previous  no- 
tice to  be  given,  by  means  of  cir- 
cular letter  signed  by  the  mana- 
gers, or  such  other  person  or  per- 
sons as  they  may  appoint  for  that 
purpose,  or  by  means  of  an  adver- 
tisement, in  one  or  more  of  the 
neighbouring  newspapers;  and, 
such  meeting  shall  be  called  'The 
Annual  General  Meeting,'  and 
the  shareholders  qualified  accord- 
ing to  the  provisions  contained  in 
these  presents,  to  act  and  vote  at 
such  meeting,  who  may  personal- 
ly attend  the  same,  shall,  and  they 
are  hereby  invested  with  full  power 
and  authority  to  decide  upon  all 
such  motions,  questions,  propo- 
sitions,  matters  and  things,  as 
by  virtue  of  these  presents,  or 
any  supplementary  deed  or  deeds 
of  settlementy  shall  or  may  be 

VOL.  IL  0 


brought  before  such  annual  ge- 
neral meeting;  and  at  eveiy  an- 
nual general  meeting  of  the  share- 
holders the  directors  for  the  time 
being  shall  exhibit  a  true  and  ac- 
curate balance  sheet,  deduced 
from  the  transactions  of  the  pre- 
ceding year,  of  the  profits  and  ac- 
cumulations,  and  losses  of  the 
Company,  and  shall  make  a  report 
for  the  preceding  year  of  the  state 
and  progress  of  the  affairs  of  the 
Company  to  the  31st  of  December 
last  preceding  such  meeting,  and 
also  the  result  of  such  other  ac- 
counts and  statements  as  the  direc- 
tors shall  deem  expedient  for  the 
interests  of  the  Company  to  be  made 
public ;  and  the  dividends  of  the 
profits  of  the  then  preceding  year 
(except  of  the  first  year  as  hereinaf- 
ter stated,)  shall  be  then  declared 
by  the  directors  for  the  time  being; 
andsuch  dividends  may  be  declared 
half-yearly,  if  the  directors  for  the 
time  being  shall  consider  it  more 
desirable ;  and  when  any  dividend 
shall  have  been  declared,  the  di- 
rectors shall,  seven  days  before  the 
day  appointed  for  payment  there- 
of, give  notice,  by  circular  letter, 
addressed  to  each  of  the  proprie- 
tors, of  the  amount,  and  time, 
and  place  of  payment  of  such  di« 

0  O  EZOH 
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ia48.  calls  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  any  diyidend  until  bucIi 
arrear  and  interest  shall  have  been  fully  paid;  for  that 
provision  was  absolutely  necessary  for  carrying  out  the 
objects  of  the  Company.  In  the  case  of  an  ordinary  part- 
nership the  profits  as  well  as  the  capital  would  be  liable 

The  Court  then  called  on — 

PcMey  to  support  the  rule. — A  lien  gives  no  right  to 
the  fruits  of  the  pledge.  A  cow  taken  as  a  distress  can- 
not be  mUked :  Roll  Abr.  «  Distress/'  (P),  pi.  35;  Gilbert 
on  Distresses,  65.  [Parke^  R — TS  a  person  pledged  a  cow 
with  another  living  at  a  distance,  surely  the  latter  would 
have  a  right  to  milk  it]  The  question  turns  on  the  con- 
struction of  the  deed;  and  it  is  submitted,  that  the  parties 
never  intended  to  give  a  right  to  more  than  the  shares. 
The  word  "stocks"  in  the  deed  is  synonymous  with  "ca- 
pital fund."  Whenever  the  dividends  are  intended  to  be 
dealt  with,  they  are  expressly  mentioned,  as  in  the  49tk 
clause,  which  gives  a  right  to  detain  them  until  arrears  of 
calls  are  paid.  Fowler  v.  ChurcMU  (a)  decided,  that,  not- 
withstanding an  order  under  the  1  &  2  Vict  a  110,  &  14, 
charging  government  stock  with  a  judgment  debt^  the 
Bank  of  England  was  bound  to  pay  the  dividends  to  the 
legal  owner,  and  not  the  judgment  creditor.  BristedY, 
WHkinaQ))  is  an  authority  to  the  same  effect  [Parke^ 
B. — That  is  because  the  order  is  only  a  charge  in  equity, 
and  the  parties  must  go  into  a  court  of  equity  to  work  out 
the  remedy.]  At  all  events,  the  notice  by  the  bank,  that 
the  plaintiff  might  receive  the  dividends  on  applying  for 
them,  was  a  waiver  of  the  lien. 

vidend;  but  no  proprietor,  nor  his  part  of  such  dividend  until  sodi 

executors,  administratorB,  or  other  arrear,  ^and  all  interest  theiieoD, 

representatives,  being  in  anrear  in  ehall  have  been  fully  paid." 

respect  of  any  instahnent  or  call,  (a)  11  M.  &  W.  d7. 

shaU  be  entitled  to  receive  any  {h)  3  Hare,  235. 
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Pabxs,  R — ^There  is  no  doubt  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  ^  1848. 
entitled  to  the  dividends  until  he  went  to  the  bank  and 
demanded  them;  then,  if  at  that  time  the  bank  had  a 
lien  on  the  dividends  as  well  as  the  shares,  this  money 
was  never  money  had  and  received  for  the  plaintiff's  use. 
The  notice  by  the  bank,  that,  on  a  future  day,  a  dividend 
would  be  payable,  does  not  amount  to  a  waiver  of  their 
rights,  for  they  must  give  notice,  to  each  shareholder,  in 
whatever  state  his  account  may  be.  The  question  is,  whe- 
ther, upon  the  true  construction  of  the  deed,  the  bank  has 
a  lien  on  the  proceeds  of  the  shares,  as  well  as  upon  the 
8hare&  It  would  be  strange  if  they  had  not  provided  for 
that  security,  which,  according  to  the  existing  state  of  the 
law,  they  would  have  as  partners.  No  doubt,  at  common 
law,  one  partner  has  a  lien  upon  all  that  another  partner 
has  a  right  to  receive.  Then,  is  there  anything  in  this 
deed  to  shew  a  contrary  intention?  It  authorises  the  di- 
rectors "to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  shares,  either  wholly  or 
in  part,  or  otherwise  to  deal  with  the  same  as  the  case 
may  seem  to  reqidre,  in  order  to  obtain  payment  of  the 
debts.''  That  is  sufficient  to  give  a  lien,  not  merely  on 
the  shares,  so  as  to  transfer  them  at  the  market  price,  but 
if,  instead  of  selling  the  shares,  which  might  be  an  injury 
to  the  property,  they  choose  to  work  out  the  debt  by  means 
of  the  dividends,  it  is  competent  for  them  to  do  so;  and 
in  that  case,  they  have  the  power  of  retaining  the  divi- 
dends in  order  to  satisfy  the  arrears  due  from  the  cus- 
tomer.    I  therefore  think  that  the  nonsuit  was  right 

Aldebsok,  B.,  concurred. 

RoLFE,  B. — ^The  illustration  from  the  stat  1  &  2  Vict 
&  110,  is  unfortunate;  for  the  legislature  took  it  for 
granted,  that,  when  they  gave  a  charge  upon  the  stock, 
the  dividends  were  to  be  affected  by  it    Doubts,  however, 

0  00  2 
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Haoub 

V, 
DAin)BBON. 


having  been  entertained,  they  passed  a  declaratory  act,  the 
3  &  4  Vict,  c  82,  saying  that  the  provisions  of  the  first 
act  should  be  deemed  to  extend  to  dividends. 

Rule  discharged. 


June  30. 

Thefiictof 
an  account 
having  been 
opened  with  a 
banker  by  one 
of  two  part- 
ners  in  his  own 
name,  is  not 
conclusive  to 
shew  that  the 
account  was 
opened  on  his 
own  behalf; 
but  it  is  com- 
petent for  the 
E>anker  to 
prove  that  he 
was  acting  as! 
the  agent  of 
the  partner- 
ship, and  that 
the  account 
was  theirs. 
The  mere  dr- 
cumKtanoe, 
however,  of  the 
money  depo- 
sited being 
partnership 
property,  is 
not  sufficient 
for  that  pur- 
pose. 


CooKE  and  Fabquab  u  Seeley  and  Another. 

xxSSlTMPSIT. — ^The  declaration  contained  a  special 
count  for  a  breach  of  contract  by  the  defendants,  as 
bankers,  in  not  honouring  the  plaintiffs'  check ;  also  a 
count  for  money  lent  The  defendants  pleaded  (with 
other  pleas)  non  assumpserunt. 

At  the  trial,  before  Piatt,  B.,  at  the  Somersetshire  Spring 
Assizes,  1848,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  Farquar,  had 
opened  an  account  with  the  defendants,  who  were  bankers 
at  Bridgewater.  Farquar  carried  on  business  under  the 
name  of  the  Bridgewater  Coal  Company,  and  Cooke,  the 
other  plaintiff,  was  a  dormant  partner  in  the  concern;  but 
that  fact  was  unknown  to  the  defendanta  The  pass-book, 
which,  as  usual,  was  alternately  in  the  possession  of  the 
banker  and  the  customer,  was  headed  ''John  Farquar, 
Esq.,  B.  C.  C."  (meaning  "  Bridgewater  Coal  Company"). 
It  was  proved  that  some  of  the  partnership  monies  had 
been  at  times  paid  into  this  account,  and  a  letter  was  put 
in  eyidence,  written  by  Farquar  to  the  defendants,  in  which 
he  spoke  of  "  withdrawing  the  Company's  account"  On 
the  part  of  the  defendants  it  was  submitted,  that  the  ac- 
count was  opened  by  Farquar  on  his  own  behalfi  and  that 
there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  the  plaintiff 
Cooke  being  a  party  to  the  contract;  and  Simsy.BrUr 
tain  (a)  and  Sims  v.  Bond  (b)  were  cited.  The  learned 
judge,  being  of  that  opinion,  nonsuited  the  plaintiffs. 


(a)  4  B.  &  Ad.  37fi. 


(b)  5B.is  Ad.  389. 
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Crowder  obtained  a  rule,  calling  on  the  defendants  to      ^  1848. 
shew  cause  why  the  nonsuit  should  not  be  set  aside,  and 
a  new  trial  granted;  against  which — 

Kinghkey  Serjt,  Barstow,  and  Phinn,  shewed  cause. — 
Upon  the  evidence  the  nonsuit  was  right  The  relation 
of  banker  and  customer  creates  a  contract  of  a  special 
nature:  Pott  y.  Clegg  (a).  A  breach  of  such  contract  is 
charged  in  the  first  count;  and  there  is  a  distinct  issue  as 
to  whether  both  Farquar  and  Cooke  were  customers  of 
the  bank  The  facts  shew  that  the  contract  was  with 
Farquar  alone,  and  that  renders  inapplicable  the  rule  laid 
down  in  Cothay  y.  Fennell  (b),  where  it  is  said,  '^  If  an 
agent  makes  a  contract  in  his  own  name,  the  principal 
may  sue  and  be  sued  upon  it;  for  it  is  a  general  rule,  that 
wheneyer  an  express  contract  is  made,  an  action  is  main- 
tainable upon  it,  either  in  the  name  of  the  person  with 
whom  it  was  actually  made,  or  in  the  name  of  the  person 
with  whom  in  point  of  law  it  was  made/'  Skinner  y. 
Stocks  (c)  is  to  the  same  effect  In  Alexander  y.  Bar- 
ker (d),  the  defendant  applied  to  one  member  of  a  bank- 
ing establishment  for  a  loan  of  money,  which  the  latter 
advanced  out  of  funds  in  which  he  and  his  partners 
were  jointly  interested;  and  it  was  held,  that  the  firm 
might  sue  the  defendant  for  money  lent  Bayley,  B.,  there 
said,  he  remembered  ''  that  it  was  at  one  period  the  im- 
pression of  Lord  EUenborovgh,  that  where  money  was 
lent  by  a  partner,  the  action  must  in  all  cases  be  brought 
by  the  indiyidual  with  whom  the  contract  was  made;  but 
he  was  afterwards  conyinced  of  what  is  doubtless  the  true 
rule,  yiz.  that  where  a  contract  is  made  by  one  on  behalf 
of  others,  the  action  may  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the 
principals."  And  BoUand,  B.,  says,  "  If  one  party  applies 
to  another  for  the  loan  of  money,  and  is  so  much  in  the 

(a)  16  M.  &  W.  3S1.  (e)  4  B.  dk  Aid.  437. 

{h)  10  B.  A  C.  671.  (rO  2  C.  &  J*  133. 
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1848.^  dark  as  not  to  know  whether  the  party  to  whom  he  ap- 
plies is  the  member  of  a  firm  or  not,  the  applicant  must 
take  his  chance  as  to  whether  the  advance  is  made  by  tlie 
individual  or  by  the  firm;  but  he  may,  if  he  choose  so  to 
do,  guard  himself,  by  saying  expressly  that  he  deals  with 
him  individually."  Here  the  act  of  Farquar,  in  opening 
an  account  in  his  own  name,  amounts  to  a  declaration 
that  the  account  is  opened  for  himself  individually,  and 
not  on  behalf  of  the  Company.  [Parke,  R — ^It  is  a  ques- 
tion of  fact,  whether  he  was  acting  on  his  own  behalf  in 
lending  the  money,  although  he  got  it  from  the  partner- 
ship, or  whether  he  was  lending  the  partnership  money. 
The  circumstance  of  the  pass-books  having  the  letters 
"  R  0.  C."  in  them,  was  some  evidence  for  the  jury  that  he 
was  lending  the  money  on  behalf  of  the  partnership.] 
Where  a  contract  was  made  by  one  of  several  partners  in 
his  individual  capacity,  who  at  the  time  declared  that  the 
subject-matter  of  the  contract  was  his  property  alone,  it 
was  held  that  his  declaration  was  evidence  against  all  the 
partners,  and  therefore  they  could  not  sue  jointly  on  such 
a  contract:  Lucas  v.  De  La  Cour  (a).  [Alderson,  B. — In 
that  case  there  was  the  declaration  of  one  partner  that 
the  property  belonged  to  him  alone,  so  there  could  be  no 
reasonable  doubt  that  the  contract  was  made  with  him 
only,  and  not  jointly  with  the  other  partners.  The  diflS- 
culty  here  is,  that  it  is  ambiguous.]  Beckham  v.  Drake  (5) 
has  no  bearing  on  the  present  point;  the  question  there 
being,  whether  a  dormant  partner  could  be  joined  in  an 
action  for  the  breach  of  an  agreement,  though  not  a  partj 
named  in  or  signing  it.  Ewly  v.  Lye  (c),  and  Siffkin  v. 
WaUcer  (d),  were  cases  on  bills  of  exchange,  and  on  that 
ground  distinguishabla  In  Trtieman  v.  Loder  (e),  Lord 
Denman,  C.  J.,  says,  "  Some  cases  were  quoted,  in  which 

{a)  1  M.  <k  Sel.  249.  (fi)  2  Camp.  308. 

(b)  9  M.  «k  W.  79.  (e)  11  A.  ^  B.  6S9. 

(c)  15  East,  7. 
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the  question,  whether  an  agent  or  partner  bound  himself       1848. 
onlj,  or  his  principal  or  firm,  has  been  held  to  depend 
upon  his  intention  to  deal  for  himself,  or  for  the  principal 
or  partnership.    But  on  examining  all  those  cases,  it  will 
be  found  that  the  contracting  party  was  carrying  on  two 
different  concerns,  one  for  himself,  the  other  for  his  prin- 
cipal or  his  firm.     The  world  would  know  him  in  two 
different  characters;  and  each  party  dealing  with  him  was 
bound  to  inquire  in  which  he  appeared  on  any  particular 
occasion.''    Here,  Farquar  haying  had  dealings  with  the 
defendants  in  his  individual  name,  it  is  not  competent  to 
them  to  say  that  he  was  a  member  of  a  partnership,  and 
did  not  contract  on  his  own  account     [Parke,  B. — Al- 
though the  money  may  be  partnership  money,  yet  if  one 
partner  lends  it  as  his  own,  he  must  sue  alone,  for  there 
is  no  privity  between  the  other  partners  and  the  person 
to  whom  the  money  is  lent]     Suppose  Farquar  had  died, 
and  then  Cooke,  a  perfect  stranger  to  the  bank,  had  drawn 
a  cheque,  would  the  bankers  have  been  bound  to  honour 
it?     [Parke,  B. — It  is  not  a  necessary  part  of  the  contract 
that  the  bankers  should  honour  the  drafts  of  the  two: 
it  may  be  a  contract  with  Cooke  and  Farquar,  that  the 
bankers  should  honour  the  drafts  of  Farquar  only.]     The 
memorandum  on  the  pass-book  was  merely  a  mode  of 
ear-marking  the  account 

Montague  Smith  (Crowder  with  him),  in  support  of  the 
rule. — ^The  fact  of  the  account  being  opened  in  Farquar's 
name  is  not  conclusive;  but  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury, 
whether,  in  opening  tJie  account,  he  was  not  really  acting  as 
agent  for  the  Company.  [Parke,  B. — In  Sims  v.  Bond  (a), 
the  Court  considered  that  it  might  be  shewn  that  a  banking 
account,  though  in  the  name  of  one  partner,  was,  in  truth, 

(a)  6  B.  <fc  Ad.  389. 
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1848.  the  pai^nersliip  account;  but  then  it  moet  be  made  out  by 
CooKB  distinct  evidence.] — The  letter  addressed  by  Farquar  to  the 
fi^',„  defendants,  in  vhich  he  speaks  of  "  withdrawing  the  com- 
pany's account,"  was  strong  evidence  to  shew  that  he  was 
acting  on  behalf  of  the  partnership.  If  the  account  had 
been  overdrawn,  might  not  the  bankers  have  sued  the 
Company  !     [He  was  then  stopped  by  the  Court] 

Pabke,  R — ^We  think  there  is  evidence  which  ought  to 
have  been  submitted  to  the  jury,  that  Farquar,  in  opening 
the  account,  was  acting  as  agent  for  the  ]>artDerehip.  The 
mere  fact  of  the  money  being  partnership  property  would 
not  be  sufficient,  because  one  partner  might  take  a  por- 
tion of  the  partnership  property,  and  lend  it  to  another; 
bat  in  this  case  there  are  two  circumstances  which  did 
not  occur  in  Siins  v.  Bond :  one  is,  that  though  the  account 
was  opened  in  the  name  of  Farquar,  the  letters  "B.  C.  01" 
were  in  the  pass-book.  It  is  for  the  jury  to  decide  whether 
by  that  Farquar  meant  to  keep  the  account  on  behalf  of 
the  Coal  Company,  or  whether  those  letters  were  a  mere 
private  memorandum.  Further,  the  letter  which  Farquar 
vrrote  to  the  bank  is  some  evidence  for  the  jury  that  he 
was  acting  on  behalf  of  the  Cool  Company.  Perhaps  it 
would  have  been  wise  to  have  considered  a  bankiug  ac- 
count as  kept  only  by  the  person  in  whose  name  it  is. 
However,  Sima  v.  Bond  decided  that  the  private  name 
in  the  pass-book  is  not  conclusive,  as,  by  the  usage  of 
merchants,  the  name  on  a  bill  of  exchange;  but  its  only 
effect  is  to  throw  upon  the  parties  suing  the  obligation  of 
shewing  that  they  were  the  real  contracting  parties.  The 
question  in  this  case  will  be,  whether  that  is  made  out  to 
the  satisfiuition  of  the  jury.  If  this  had  not  been  a  deposit 
'  ut  by  a  third  person,  the  matter  might  have 
t,  by  calling  that  person  to  prove  on  whose 
ally  was  lending  the  money  to  the  bank 
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The  difficulty  is  increased  when  the  person  who  opens  the      ^1048. 
account  is  not  merely  the  agent  of,  but  a  partner  in,  the 
firm  on  whose  behalf  he  opens  the  account 

Aldbbson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  There  was  a 
very  slight  case ;  but  still  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the 
jury  on  the  question  whether  Farquar,  in  opening  the  ac- 
count, was  really  acting  as  agent  for  the  partnership,  or 
on  his  own  behalf 

Platt,  B. — ^Possibly  I  entertained  a  wrong  impression; 
but  I  am  still  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  evidence  for 
the  jury.  The  account  was  opened  by  Farquar,  but  the  pass- 
book was  headed  with  the  letters  "  B.  C.  C,"  in  addition 
to  his  name.  That  may  have  been  for  the  purpose  of  dis- 
tinguishing this  Farquar  from  another  customer  of  the 
same  name.  If  the  account  was  intended  to  be  opened 
and  carried  on  with  the  money  of  the  partnership,  the 
items  do  not  correspond,  and  they  are  perfectly  incon- 
sistent with  the  letter  written  by  Farquar,  in  which  he 
assumes  to  act  for  the  Company.  Perhaps  my  impression, 
though  strong,  is  erroneous.  There  ought,  therefore,  to 
be  a  new  trial 

Rule  absoluta 


EXCHBQUEK  OEPOSTa. 


Doe  d.  Kkioht  v.  Eichabd  Spencbb. 
j„ly  13,  Same  v.  Sanbuh. 

Tbe  Qenenl  X  HIS  vos  an  ejectment,  brought  on  the  demise  of  John 
Jfo^B^    Knight,  dated  the  10th  of  July,  1842,  to  recover  one  un- 

o.lo»,».ia,      (iivided  moiety  or  half  part  of  and  in  a  house  and  orcliaij 

anthoiiMB  the  '  * 

oommiBrionera  and  two  meadow s,  in  the  parish  of  Jfartock,  in  the  coont; 
Uon  of  Und  of  Somerset.  At  the  trial,  before  Plait,  E-,  at  the  Summer 
a^'ni^tbe  ^^^^  fo'  tt**  county,  in  the  year  1845,  a  verdict  was 
reqaert  in  found  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
wntingof  the  *  i  .         .  i.  ., 

on  a  case  vhich  stated  ui  substance  as  follows: — 

The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claims  to  be  entitled  under 
the  will  of  Elizabeth  Goodden,  hereinafter  set  out 
By  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  bearing  date  the  15th 
piridiofM.,     andl6th  days  of  May,  1758,  certain  tenements  and  lands 
a.  81)  m»biod    including  the  entirety  of  the  lands,  one  undivided  moiety 


Bxdisiigea  of  land  with  Oia  oonaeDt  of  tbe  owners,  whether  teiuuita  in  1 
for  life.  SeoU  S2  proTided  for  the  coats  of  partition;  but  there  wis  no  clause  in  terms  author 
ijJDg  partJtioDi.  The  B9  Geo.  3  received  the  royBlusoniontJie  19th  Hbj,  ISIB,  kt  whkli  Ima 
0.  vna  aeiaed  of  an  ondivided  moietj'  of  certaia  Undio  H.  for  the  liieof  R.,  the  other  mine^ 
beiiig  veatod  in  A.  S.  in  fee.  On  the  Snd  Augnat,  IBIS,  C.  uid  A.  S.  made  k  claim  inwritiDf 
under  the  41  Oeo.  3.  c.  109,  in  reipecl  of  the  bind  so  held  bj  them  as  tenants  in  common; 
ftOd  on  the  IStb  S^tember,  1618  A.  S.  aed  intestate,  leaving  K  S.  his  heir.  On  the  llth 
August,  182S,  the  commissionere  made  their  award,  and  tberet^  made  certain  aUobnenli, 
numbered  respectiTeljc  on  a  m«p  13,  87,  and  88,  to  C.  and  A.  S.,  in  reapect  of  their  intsrwta 
in  the  open  lands  to  be  allotted  and  divided;  uid  the;  abo,  under  the  head  "  lilxduuigee," 
allotted  to  E.  8.  an  undirided  moiety  of  certain  land  sought  to  be  reoovered  in  this  action,  u 
also  of  the  aud  three  pieces  of  land  numbered  13,  S7,  and  S8,  the  other  moiet;  beii^tlieraD 
atated  to  be  already  vented  in  £,  9.  in  exchange  for,  as  well  tjie  undicidod  moiety  of  the  nid 
E.  8.  in  oartain  other  old  inclosed  Urds,  which  the  oommisaonera  thereby  allottod  to  C,  (be 
Other  moiety  thereof  being  therein  statod  to  bo  then  alreadj  vestod  inhim,  aa  also  thecslinty 
of  a  close  belimging  solely  to  E.  S. : — Held,  that  the  local  act  having,  by  the  S2Tid  secdon, 
oontemplatad  partidons,  but  oooluning  no  authority  for  that  purpose,  the  l^idatnre  mint 
haveintendedthattheyahouldbeeffoctednndertheliaeo.  3,  c.  109,  s.  1 S ;  and  that  this  aUot- 
ment  ooold  lUA  be  supported  as  a  partjtdon  under  that  act ;  becaose,  firet,  0.  was  only  tenant 
poranter  vie,  and,  as  such,  had  no  authority  to  oonacnt  to  a  partitian  ;  secondly,  beixnseaDS 
of  the  tenants  in  common  was  to  take  as  bis  share  in  severalty  a  close  which,  bcGtre  the  parti' 
tion,  fonned  no  part  of  tbe  land  held  in  oemmon,  but  was  the  separate  preporty  ct  the  otbra' 


•o  teniutle  in  common  may  exchange  with  each  other  their  respective  moielies 
■taof  the  land  held  in  common:  and  where  the  moiety  of  an  oetate  is  settled  lo 
rer  of  exchange  in  tbe  trustees,  snch  a  power  may  he  well  executed  by  dividing 
to  portions  to  be  held  in  severalty,  one  to  the  uses  of  tbe  settlement,  tbe  other 
ritled  to  the  other  mmetj. 

9  nJlotmcnIs  made  to  C.  and  A.  8,  were  not  void  by  reason  of  their  having  been 
death  of  A.  8.,  and  when  E.  S.,  bis  heir,  was  entitled. 


TBINITT   VACATION,   12  VICT.  763 

▼hereof  is  sought  to  be  recovered  in  this  action)  were  li-  ^1848. 
mited,  after  the  solemnisation  of  a  then  intended  marriage, 
which  afterwards  took  effect,  between  Thomas  Gk>odden  and 
Ann  Darner,  to  the  use  of  the  said  Thomas  Gk>odden  for  life, 
remainder  to  trustees  to  support  contingent  uses,  remainder 
to  the  use  of  the  child  or  children  of  the  said  intended  mar- 
riage, in  such  shares  and  proportions,  and  for  such  estates 
and  interests,  as  the  said  Thomas  Goodden  and  Ann  his  in- 
tended wife,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  should  by  any  deed 
or  deeds,  or  by  his  or  her  last  will  and  testament,  limit  or 
appoint;  and  in  default  of  such  limitation  or  appointment, 
to  various  uses,  which  did  not  take  effect 

The  said  Thomas  Goodden  and  Ann  Damer  were  married 
on  the  20th  day  of  August,  1 758.  Thomas  Gk>odden  died 
before  his  wife,  on  the  12th  day  of  October,  1779.  There 
were  issue  of  Thomas  Goodden  and  Ann  Damer  five  chil- 
dren. Of  these  children  there  were  two  only,  viz.  Ann  and 
Elizabeth,  who  became  material  to  the  title.  Ann  was 
bom  on  the  7th  of  September,  1 762,  was  married  to  Thomas 
Knight  on  the  25th  of  November,  1788,  and  died  in  De- 
cember, 1795.  Elizabeth  was  bom  on  the  27th  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1764,  and  died  unmarried,  on  the  24th  of  Febmary, 
1787. 

The  said  Ann  Goodden  (formerly  Ann  Damer),  after  the 
death  of  Thomas  Goodden,  her  husband,  by  an  indenture 
of  appointment,  bearing  date  the  8th  day  of  March,  1 784, 
in  pursuance  of  the  power  vested  in  her  by  the  hereinbefore- 
mentioned  indentures,  duly  limited  and  appointed  the  lands 
and  tenements  included  in  those  indentures,  from  and  after 
the  death  of  the  said  Ann  Goodden,  to  the  use  of  the  said 
Ann  Knight  and  Elizabeth  Gt>odden,  in  fee,  as  tenants  in 
common. 

The  said  Elizabeth  Goodden  died  before  her  mother,  on 
the  24th  of  February,  1787,  seised  by  virtue  of  the  before- 
mentioned  appointment  of  the  reversion  in  fee,  expectant 
on  the  death  of  her  mother,  of  and  in  one  undivided  moiety 
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1848.  of  the  said  tenements  and  lands  mentioned  in  the  aboTe- 
mentioned  indentures.  The  said  Elizabeth  Goodden  bmg 
80  seised  made  a  will,  dated  the  11th  of  December,  1786, 
under  which  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  now  clwns  title. 
The  material  parts  of  this  will,  which  was  duly  executed 
and  attested  to  pass  real  estate,  were  as  follows: — "I  giTe 
and  devise  all  and  singular  the  messuages,  tenements,  lands, 
and  hereditaments  which  I  am  seised  of  or  entitled  unto, 
either  in  possession,  reversion,  remainder,  or  expectancy, 
situate,  lying,  and  being  within  the  parish  of  Martock,  or 
elsewhere  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  unto  my  brother-in- 
law,  and  sister,  Ann  Knight,  his  wife,  of  Bower  Hinton, 
yeoman,  for  and  during  the  term  of  their  natural  lives; 
and  firom  and  after  their  decease,  I  give  and  devise  the 
same  unto  my  nephew,  John  Goodden  Knight,  son  of  my 
said  brother-in-law  and  sister,  Ann  Knight,  his  heirs  and 
assigns  for  ever.  But  in  case  the  said  John  Goodden 
Knight  should  not  survive  my  said  brother-in-law  and 
sister,  Thomas  and  Ann  Knight,  and  should  die  without 
an  heir  lawfully  begotten,  then  and  in  such  case  I  give 
and  devise  the  same  to  the  next  heir  of  the  said  Thomas 
and  Ann  Knight,  my  brother-in-law  and  sister  as  afore- 
said, their  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever." 

The  said  Ann  Goodden,  the  mother  of  the  testatrix,  died 
in  September,  1793.  John  Goodden  Knight,  mentioned 
in  the  said  will,  died  shortly  after  the  testatrix,  y'vl  in 
June,  1787,  without  issue;  in  fact,  he  was  then  a  child 
not  a  year  old.  Soon  after  the  death  of  this  son,  another 
son  of  the  said  Thomas  and  Ann  Knight  was  born,  who 
was  also  called  John  Goodden.  This  last  John  Goodden 
Knight  was  bom  in  November,  1787.  On  the  3rd  of  No- 
vember, 1811,  he  married  Mary  Welch;  he  died  in  June, 
1823 ;  Mary,  his  wife,  died  in  June,  1833.  The  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  is  the  eldest  son  of  the  marriage  of  the  said  last 
mentioned  John  Goodden  Knight  and  Mary  his  wife. 

The  said  Thomas  Knight,  and  Ann  his  wife  are  both 
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deai    The  said  Ann,  the  wife,  died  in  December,  1 796,      ^  1848. 
and  the  said  Thomas  Knight  died  in  June,  1842. 

The  case  then  set  out  indentures  of  lease  and  release, 
bearing  date  the  1st  and  2nd  of  July,  1814,  between  Thomas 
Enight,  described  as  surviving  devisee  for  life,  and  the  se- 
cond-named John  Goodden  Enight,  described  as  reversion- 
ary devisee  in  fee  under  the  will  of  Elizabeth  Goodden, 
(and  certain  parties,  mortgagees  and  trustees),  whereby 
the  undivided  moiety  of  the  lands  and  tenements  included 
in  the  indentures  of  the  16th  and  16th  of  May,  1768,  vested 
in  Robert  Chaffey  and  William  Chaffey,  during  the  life  of 
Thomas  Enight 

In  the  69  Geo.  3,  an  act  was  passed,  intituled,  "  An  Act 
for  inclosing  lands  within  the  parishes  of  Martock  and 
Muchelney,  in  the  county  of  Somerset" 

On  the  14th  of  August,  1826,  the  commissioners  acting 
under  the  above-mentioned  act  made  their  award  in  writ- 
ing under  their  hands  and  seals,  whereby,  after  reciting 
(inter  alia)  the  above-mentioned  act,  wherein  is  recited  the 
41  Geo.  3,  intituled,  ''An  Act  for  consolidating  in  one  Act 
certain  provisions  usually  inserted  in  Acts  of  Inclosure, 
and  for  facilitating  the  mode  of  proving  the  several  facts 
usually  required  on  the  passing  of  such  Acts,"  the  com- 
missioners awarded  (so  far  as  material  to  the  present  ques- 
tion) as  follows: — 

"  We  do  hereby  set  out,  allot,  and  award  all  and  every 
part  and  parts  of  the  open  and  common  arable  fields  and 
lands  and  common  meadows  in  the  said  parish  of  Martock, 
unto  and  between  the  several  proprietors  of  and  persons 
interested  in  the  same  respectively,  according  to  the  extent 
and  value  of  their  respective  lands,  rights,  and  interests 
therein  before  the  passing  of  the  first  recited  act,  in  the 
manner  directed  by  such  act;  (that  is  to  say),  inter  alia, 
unto  Robert  Chafiey,  William  Chaffey,  and  Arthur  Spencer, 
one  piece  or  parcel  of  meadow-land,  containing  by  admea- 
surement one  acre,  two  roods,  and  three  perches,  lying  in 
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1848.  Hinton  Mead,  numbered  13  on  Hinton  Mead  map,  in  Ilea 
of  and  satisfaction  for  the  lands,  rights,  and  interests  of 
the  said  Robert  Chaffey,  William  Chaffej,  and  Arthur 
Spencer,  in  the  said  meadow  called  Hinton  Mead,  the 
entirety  of  which  said  piece  of  land  last  hereinbefore  allot- 
ted is  hereinafter  vested  in  the  said  Arthur  Spencer,  by  an 
exchange  hereinafter  contained.  And  we,  the  said  commis- 
sioners, do  hereby  set  out,  allot,  and  award  all  the  residue 
and  remainder  of  the  said  open  and  commonable  pastiures  re- 
spectively, called  Whetmoor,  Lowsham,  and  Case,  unto,  for, 
and  amongst  aU  and  every  the  owners  and  proprietors  and 
persons  claiming  and  being  allowed  rights  of  common  there- 
on respectively,  in  the  manner  and  under  the  directions  and 
regulations  of  the  said  first  recited  act;  (that  is  to  say),  [al- 
lotments in  Whetmoor  to  the  proprietors  of  tenements  in 
the  parish  of  Martock ;]  unto  Robert  Chaffey,  and  William 
Chaffey,  and  Arthur  Spencer,  one  piece  or  parcel  of  land, 
containing  by  admeasurement  &c.,  numbered  87  on  the 
same  map,  in  respect  of  the  said  Robert  Chaffey's,  Wil- 
liam Chaffey's,  and  Arthur  Spencer's  freehold  tenement, 
called  Dames;  and  one  other  piece  or  parcel  of  land,  con- 
taining by  admeasurement  &a,  numbered  88  on  the  same 
map,  in  respect  of  the  said  Robert  Chaffey's,  William 
Chaffey's,  and  Arthur  Spencer's  freehold  tenement^  called 
Blind  Lane." 

And  in  the  said  award  there  is  also  contained,  under 
the  head  '*  Exchanges,"  as  follows : — 

"  Also  we,  the  said  commissioners,  in  further  pursuance 
and  by  virtue  of  the  power  and  authority  to  us  given  in 
and  by  the  said  recited  act  of  Parliament,  do  hereby  set 
out,  allot,  and  award  the  several  lands,  new  allotments, 
and  old  inclosures,  situate  within  the  several  parishes  of 
Martock  and  Muchelney,  and  hereinafter  particularly  de- 
scribed, in  lieu  of  and  exchange  for  each  other,  unto  the 
several  persons  respectively  hereinafter  named,  and  in 
such  manner  as  is  hereinafter  expressed  concerning  the 
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Bame,  such  exchanges  having  been  made  with  the  consent  ^  1848. 
of  the  respective  owners,  proprietors,  and  other  persons 
seised  of  the  lands,  hereditaments,  and  premises  so  respect* 
ively  exchanged,  such  consent  having  been  testified  by 
writing  under  their  respective  hands;  (that  is  to  say),  unto 
the  said  Edward  Spencer  one  undivided  moiety  of  several 
tenements  and  closes  of  land  hereinafter  described,  the 
other  undivided  moiety  being  already  vested  in  the  said 
Edward  Spencer;  (that  is  to  say),  the  capital  messuage  or 
dwelling-house,  with  the  outhouses,  garden,  and  orchard 
thereto  belonging,  containing  by  admeasurement  &a; 
three  closes  of  meadow,  called  Old  Leazes,  containing  by 
admeasurement  &a;  apiece  or  parcel  of  land,  numbered 
13,  on  Hinton  Mead  map,  containing  by  admeasurement 
Sue;  and  two  pieces  or  parcels  of  land,  numbered  respect- 
ively 87  and  88,  on  Whetmoor  map  aforesaid,  containing 
together  by  admeasurement  &a ;  which  said  last  mentioned 
three  pieces  of  land  are  hereinbefore  allotted  and  awarded 
to  the  said  Edward  Spencer  and  Robert  and  William  Chaf- 
fey,  in  exchange  of  and  for  the  moiety  and  lands  next  here- 
inafter allotted  and  awarded  to  the  said  Robert  and  Wil- 
liam Chaffey;  unto  the  said  Robert  Chaffey  and  William 
Chaffey,  the  undivided  moiety  of  him  the  said  Edward  Spen- 
cer of  and  in  the  several  tenements  and  closes  of  land  here- 
inafter described  (the  other  undivided  moiety  of  the  same 
being  already  vested  in  the  said  Robert  Chaffey  and  Wil- 
liam Chaffey);  (that  is  to  say),  a  messuage  or  dwelling- 
house  called  Blind  Lane  House,  with  the  outhouses,  out- 
buildings, garden,  and  orchard  thereto  belonging;  two 
doses  of  meadow,  called  Mill  Closes;  a  close  of  arable, 
called  Dyed  Way;  a  close  of  arable,  called  Great  Buckland; 
a  close  of  arable,  called  Little  Buckland;  an  orchard  and 
garden,  called  Saunders's;  and  also  the  entirety  of  a  close 
of  arable  land,  called  Trott's  Acre,  in  exchange  for  the 
said  moiety  last  hereinbefore  allotted  to  the  sidd  Edward 
Spencer." 
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1848.  The  said  capital  messuage  or  dwelIing-house,mtli  the  out- 

houses, garden^  and  orchard  thereto  belonging,  and  two  of 
the  said  three  closes  of  meadow,  called  Old  Leazes,  are  the 
premises  in  respect  of  which  this  action  has  been  brought 
The  said  close,  called  Trott's,  formed  no  part  of  the  tene- 
ments contained  in  the  previous  title  set  out  in  this  case. 

The  said  Robert  Chaffey  and  William  ChaiFej  were  in 
possession  of  the  undivided  moiety  conveyed  by  the  lease 
and  release  of  the  1st  and  2nd  of  July,  1814,  from  that 
time  until  the  said  award. 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  the  1st  and 
2nd  of  February,  1800,  the  undivided  moiety  which  was 
appointed  to  Ann  Knight,  as  hereinbefore  mentioned,  be- 
came and  was  vested  in  Arthur  Spencer  in  fee  simple. 

The  said  Arthur  Spencer,  together  with  the  said  Robert 
Chaffey  and  William  Chaffey,  on  the  2nd  day  of  August, 
1819,  made  a  claim,  which  was  delivered  to  the  clerk  to 
the  commissioners  acting  in  the  execution  of  the  said  in- 
closure  act,  and  thereby  claimed  to  be  interested  in  the 
lands  intended  to  be  divided,  allotted,  and  inclosed  un- 
der the  said  act,  in  respect  of  the  entirety  of  the  lands,  one 
moiety  whereof  is  sought  to  be  recovered  in  this  ejectment 

The  said  Arthur  Spencer  died  on  the  13th  of  September, 
1819,  intestate  as  to  his  real  estate,  leavingEdward  Spencer, 
his  nephew  and  heir-at-law,  him  surviving;  and  the  said 
Edward  Spencer  died  intestate  on  the  8th  of  May,  1831, 
and  was  at  the  time  of  the  said  award  seised  in  fee  of  the 
said  undivided  moiety,  which  was  appointed  as  aforesaid  to 
the  Slid  Ann  Knight. 

The  said  Edward  Spencer,  and  those  claiming  under  the 
said  Edward  Spencer,  down  to  and  including  the  defend- 
ant, have  held  possession  of  the  whole  of  the  premises 
awarded  to  them,  from  the  date  of  the  said  award  to  the 
present  time. 

The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claims  to  be  entitled  to  the 
undivided  moiety  sought  to  be  recovered  in  this  action, 
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under  the  said  will  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Goodden,  not-  1848. 
withstanding  the  said  indentures  of  lease  and  release  of 
the  1st  and  2nd  of  July,  1814,  and  notwithstanding  the 
said  proceedings  under  the  Inclosure  Act  The  defendant 
will  contend,  that,  even  if  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  shews 
title  under  the  will,  he  cannot,  upon  the  facts  disclosed  in 
the  case,  maintain  ejectment  for  the  undivided  moietj  of 
the  said  premises. 

If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  enti- 
tled to  recover,  the  verdict  entered  for  him  is  to  stand; 
otherwise  the  verdict  is  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant 

Humphry,  for  the  plaintiff  (a). — At  the  time  these  allot- 
ments were  made,  it  was  supposed  that  both  parties  were 
seised  in  fee  simple.  The  case  of  Doe  d.  Knight  v.  Chaff ey  (6) 
shews  that  Robert  Chaffey  and  William  Chaffey  were  only 
tenants  pur  auter  vie,  that  is,  for  the  life  of  Thomas  Knight 
The  question  then  is,  whether  the  allotment  is  good,  either 
as  a  partition  or  an  exchange,  under  the  General  Inclosure 
Act,  41  Geo.  3,  c.  109,  or  the  Local  Act,  59  Geo.  3,  "for 
inclosing  lands  within  the  parishes  of  Martock  and  Mu- 
chelney,  in  the  county  of  Somerset"  It  is  submitted  that 
it  is  not  an  exchange  but  a  partition,  and,  as  such,  invalid 
for  want  of  a  due  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
General  Inclosure  Act(c).  The  15th  section  of  that  act 
authorises  the  commissioners  to  make  exchanges^  "with  the 
consent  of  the  respective  owners,  proprietors,  or  other  per- 

(a)  The  case  was  aigued   in  ments,  hereditaments,  new  allot- 

Michaekoas  Term,  1847,  Nov.  10  ments,  or  old  indosores,  within 

and  15.  such  parish  or  manors,  in  lieu  of 

(ft)  16  M.  k  W.  656,  or  in  exchange  for  any  other 

(<?)   Sect.    15    enacts,    "  that  messuages,  biuldings,  lands,  te- 

Buch  commissioner   or  commis-  nements,  hereditaments,  new  al- 

sioners  shall,  and  he  or  they  is  lotments  or  old  inclosures,  within 

and  are  hereby  authorised  to  set  the  said   parish  or  manors,    or 

out,  allot,  and  award  any  mes-  within  any  adjoining  parish  or 

suages,  buildings,   lands,    tene-  place,  so  as  that  all  such  ex- 
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sons  seised  of  the  lands,  hereditaments,  and  premises, 
which  shall  be  respectively  so  exchanged''  The  16th  sec- 
tion (a)  enables  the  commissioners  to  make  partition  of  the 
messuages,  lands,  and  allotments  ^^to  such  of  the  said 
owners  or  proprietors  who  shall  be  entitled  to  the  same 


changes  be  made  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  lespectiye  owners,  pro- 
prietors, or  other  persons  seised 
of  the  lands,  hereditaments,  and 
premises,  which  shall  respectively 
be  60  exchanged  as  aforesaid,  or 
of  the  hnshands,  guardians,  trus- 
tees, committees  or  attomies, 
acting  for  or  on  behalf  of  sach 
owners,  proprietors,  or  other  per- 
sons respectively,  who  are  under 
coverture,  minors,  lunatics,  or  be- 
yond the  seas,  or  under  any  other 
disability  or  incapacity  of  acting 
for  themselves  (such  consent  to 
be  testified  by  writing  under  their 
roqiective  hands),  and  so  that  all 
such  exchanges  be  ascertained 
specified,  and  set  forth  in  the 
award  of  such  commissioner  or 
commissionerB,  and  so  that  all 
such  exchanges  of  any  lands, 
tenements,  or  hereditaments,  be- 
longing to  or  held  in  right  of  any 
church,  chapel,  or  ecclesiastical 
benefice,  diall  also  be  made  with 
the  like  consent,  in  writing,  of 
the  bishop  of  the  diocese,  and  of 
the  patron  of  any  chorch,  chapel, 
or  ecclesiastical  benefice,  for  the 
time  being;  and  all  such  ex- 
changes BO  made  as  aforesaid 
shall  be  for  ever  good,  valid,  and 
effectual  in  the  law,  to  all  in- 
tents and  purposes  whatsoever." 

(a)  Sect.  16.— *^  And  whereas 
it  may  happen  that  some  of  the 
proprietors  of  messuages,  cot- 
tages, tenemoits,  or  lands,    in 


any  such  parish  or  manor,  and 
persons  entitied  to  allotment  or 
allotments,  to  be  made  by  virtue 
of  any  such  act,  may  be  sosed 
thereof  or  entitled  thereto  in 
joint  tenancy,  or  as  coparceners 
or  tenants  in  common,  and  can- 
not, by  reason  of  infimcy,  settle- 
ment, or  absence  beyond  seas, 
make  an  effectual  division  there- 
of, be  it  therefore  enacted,  that 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  such 
commissioner  or  commissionaa, 
and  he  or  they  is  and  are  hereby 
authorised  and  empowered  (up(m 
request,  in  writing,  of  such  j<Hnt 
tenants  or  coparceners,  or  tenants 
in  common,  or  any  or  either  of 
them,  or  of  the  husbands,  guard- 
ians, trustees,  committees,  or 
attomies  of  such  as  are  under 
coverture,  minors,  Innatics,  or 
under  any  other  incapacity,  as 
aforesaid,  or  absent  beyond  seas), 
to  make  partition  and  diviaicn 
of  the  messuages,  cottages,  tene- 
ments, lands,  and  allotment  or 
allotments,  to  such  of  the  said 
owners  or  proprietors  who  shall 
be  entitied  to  the  same,  as  jdnt 
tenants,  coparceners,  or  tenants 
in  common,  and  to  allot  the  same 
accordingly  to  such  ownen  and 
prcqirietors  in  severalty;  and  from 
and  immediately  alter  the  said 
allotments  shall  be  so  made  and 
declared,  the  same  shall  be  holden 
and  enjoyed  by  the  perscm  or 
persons  to  whom  the  same  shall 
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as  joint  tenants,  coparceners,  or  tenants  in  common/^  The 
word  "  owner,"'  in  those  sections,  means  "  owner  in  fee ;" 
and  the  41  Geo.  3,  c.  109,  contains  no  provision  enabling 
a  tenant  for  life  to  bind  those  in  remainder.  But,  by  the 
3l8t  section  (a)  of  the  Local  Act,  59  Geo.  3,  exchanges 
may  be  made  with  the  consent  of  the  owners  and  pro- 
prietors, whether  "  tenants  in  fee  simple  or  for  life."  That 
is  an  express  declaration  by  the  legislature,  that,  so  far  as 
regards  an  exchange,  the  consent  of  a  tenant  for  life  shall 
be  sufficient  to  give  it  validity;  but  not  so  with  partitions. 
The  32nd  section  (a),  which  contemplates  the  case  of  par- 


1848. 


be  allotted  in  severalty,  in  such 
and  the  same  manner,  and  sub- 
ject to  such  and  the  same  uses  as 
the  undivided  parts  or  shares  of 
such  estates  would  have  been  held 
in  case  such  partition  and  diyision 
had  not  been  made." 

(a)  Sect.  31  enacts,  '^  that  it 
shall  be  lawfulfor  the  saidoommis- 
sioners  to  set  out,  allot,  and  award 
any  lands,  tenements,  or  here- 
ditaments, within  the  said  several 
parishes  of  Martock  and  Muchel- 
ney,  or  either  of  them,  in  lieu  of 
or  in  exchange  for  any  other 
lands,  tenements,  or  heredita- 
ments within  the  same  parishes 
req)ectively,  of  either  of  them, 
or  within  any  adjoining  parish, 
to¥mship,  or  place,  provided  that 
all  such  exchanges  be  ascertained, 
specified,  and  declared  in  the 
award  of  the  said  commissioners, 
and  be  made  with  the  consent  of 
the  owner  or  owners,  proprietor 
or  proprietors  of  the  said  lands, 
tenements,  and  hereditaments, 
whether  such  owner  or  owners, 
proprietor  or  proprietors,  shall  be 
a  body  or  bodies  politic,  corpo- 
rate, or  collegiate,  or  a  tenant  or 

I)  D 


tenants  in  fee  ample  or  for  life, 
or  in  fee  tail  general  or  special, 
or  by  the  courtesy  of  Enghmd,  or 
for  yean  deteiminable  on  any 
life  or  lives,  by  and  with  the 
consent  of  the  lessor  or  lessors, 
but  not  otherwise,  or  with  the 
consent  of  the  guardians,  trus- 
tees, feoffees  for  charitable  or 
other  uses,  husbands,  committees, 
or  attomies  of  or  acting  for  any 
such  proprietors  or  owners  as 
aforesaid,  who  at  the  time  of 
making  such  exchange  or  ex- 
changes  shall  be  respectively  in- 
fants, feme  covert,  lunatics,  or 
under  any  other  l^al  disability, 
or  who  shall  be  beyond  the  seas, 
or  otherwise  disabled  to  act  for 
themselves,  himself  orthemselves, 
such  consent  to  be  testified  in 
writing,  under  the  common  seal 
of  the  body  politic,  corporate,  or 
collegiate,  and  under  the  hands 
of  the  other  consenting  parties 
respectively;  and  all  and  every 
exchange  and  exchanges  so  to  be 
made  shall  be  good,  valid,  and  ef- 
fectual in  the  law,  to  all  intents 
and  purposes  whatsoever." 

D  2 
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1848.  titions  as  distinct  from  exchanges,  leaves  the  former  to 
rest  on  the  provisions  of  the  Greneral  Inclosure  Act  That 
distinction  between  partitions  and  exchanges  is  preserved 
by  the  legislature  in  the  6  &  7  Will  4,  c  115,  the  37th 
section  of  which  is  in  terms  the  same  as  the  32nd  section 
of  the  Local  Act,  69  Geo.  3.  The  8  &  9  Vict  c  118,  which 
applies  to  the  exchange  of  lands,  hj  the  16th  section,  de- 
fines the  meaning  of  the  terms,  '^persons  interested  in 
land."  It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  the  power  to  make 
exchanges,  and  the  power  to  make  partitions,  rest  upon 
totally  distinct  provisions  Here  the  partition  could  have 
no  effect  after  the  determination  of  the  estate  of  the  tenant 
for  life,  and  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  who  is  entitled  in 
remainder,  is  not  bound  by  any  act  of  his.  In  McQueen  v. 
Farquar(b),  the  question  was  raised,  whether  a  power  of 
exchange  could  be  executed  by  a  partition;  and  the  Lord 
Chancellor  there  says(c),  '^  Exchange  and  partition  are 
very  different  According  to  Sheppard's  Touchstone,  and 
other  old  books,  you  cannot  exchange  until  there  has 
been  a  partition.  There  is  infinite  difficulty  in  saying,  a 
partition  under  the  execution  of  a  power  by  a  tenant  for 
life,  with  those  who  have  the  inheritance  in  the  other 
moiety,  could  be  called  an  exchange.  I  am  not  surprised 
that  the  Lords  Commissioners,  in  Abd  v.  ffeaihcote(d),  had 
considerable  doubt  upon  it;  and  I  should  rather  have 
said,  upon  that  case,  that  a  partition  was  a  conveyance 
for  *  such  other  equivalent  interest '  in  lands,  according 
to  the  expression  of  the  deed,  as  to  the  trustees  should 
seem  proper,  than  put  it  upon  the  ground  that  a  power  of 

(a)  Sect.  32  enacts,  '^  that  all  maimer  and  in  such  proportioiifl 

costs,  charges,  and  expenses  at-  as  the  said  commissioners  shall 

tending  the  making  of  any  ex-  by  their  award  order  and  direct*' 

changes  or  partitions  by  virtue  of  (^)  H  Ves.  467. 

this  or  the  said  recited  act,  shall  (c)  Page  476. 

be  paid,  borne,  and  defrayed  by  (d)  4  Bro.  C.  C.  278;   2  Yea. 

the  several  persons  m^lrmg  each  jun.  98. 
exchanges  and  partitions,  in  such 
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exchanging  authorised  an  exchange  by  partition/'  In  ^  1B48. 
Watkins  on  Conveyancing,  tits.  "Estate  in  Parcenary  "(a), 
and  "Tenancy  in  Common'' (&),  it  is  laid  down  as  an  ele- 
mentary principle,  that  "coparceners  cannot  exchange  with 
each  other  until  partition."  In  Sugden  on  Powers  (c),  it 
is  said,  "  In  The  Attorney-General  v.  ffainilton(d)y  Sir  jTAo- 
mas  Plumer,  Y.  C,  thought  it  not  safe  to  act  upon  the 
doctrine,  that  a  power  to  sell  or  exchange  authorised  a 
partition.  A  partition  and  an  exchange  are,  he  observed, 
•well  known  modes  of  assurance,  perfectly  distinct  from 
each  other,  each  having  its  own  rules.  A  power  to  make 
a  partition  would  not  warrant  an  exchange."  Here,  al- 
though the  allotment  is  headed  "  Exchange,"  it  is  in  truth 
a  partition.  If  a  party  executes  a  deed  with  the  intention 
of  executing  a  particular  power,  that  will  operate,  although 
the  party  may  possess  another  power:  Bougkton  v.  Sandi- 
land8(e)',  Sugden  on  Powers,  423(/). — Secondly,  the  allot- 
ment being  made  to  Arthur  Spencer  renders  the  award  void 
at  law,  though  perhaps  it  might  be  sustained  in  equity.  Ar- 
thur  Spencer  sent  in  his  claim,  and  afterwards  died,  leaving 
Edward  Spencer  his  heir;  but  the  commissioners,  never- 
theless, make  the  allotment  to  Arthur  Spencer. 

Barstow,  for  the  defendant,  argued,  as  to  the  first  point, 
that,  conceding  there  could  be  no  exchange  until  after  par- 
tition, it  was  evident  from  the  32nd  section  of  the  Local  Act, 
£9  Geo.  3,  that  the  legislature  intended  to  authorise  par- 
titions, and  that  this  allotment  would  operate  as  a  valid 
partition  under  the  General  Inclosure  Act,  41  Geo.  3,  c. 
109,  s.  16.  As  to  the  second  point,  he  argued  that  the 
part  of  the  award  headed  "Exchanges,"  shewed  that  the 
commissioners  intended  to  make  the  allotments  to  Edward 


(a)  Page  96,  8th  edit.  (d)  1  Madd.  214. 

lb)  Page  111,  8th  edit.  (e)  3  Taunt.  342. 

(c)  VoL  2,  p.  481,  7th  edit.  (/)  7th  edit. 
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1848.        titions  as  distinct  firom  exchanr  ^ig  in  possession  of 

rest  on  the  provisions  of  the  C 
distinction  between  partitir 
by  the  legislature  in  the 

section  of  which  is  in  ^  C^-  ^^-  ^^ 

of  the  Local  Act,  59  ^ 
applies  to  the  exc^ 
fines  the  meani* 

land."    It  is  '^    ^^  ^  Knighi  «.  Sanmm,  in  which  pre- 
exchanges,  p   ^^  question  arose,  was  argued  in  Easter  Term 

totally  dify^  ^7 

no  e^HBC^ 

f     Vf  ^/^^»  ^^^  *^®  plaintiff,  who  adopted  the  same  aigu- 

^.^  in  the  former  case, 
ren*  ^^ 

fitH,  for  the  defendant,  contended  that  the  plaintiff's 

^•(le  was  barred  by  the  award  made  under  the  Martock 

//iclosure  Act;  that  the  transaction  in  legal  effect  amounted 

to  an  exchange,  and  was  therefore  good.     He  cited  The  At- 

torney-Oeneral  v.  Hamtlton(a)y  M^Qu^een  v.  Farquhar(J>), 

Doe  d.  Lord  Suffield  v.  Preston{c)y  and  Doe  d.  Sweeting  v. 

Hellard{d). 

Humphry  replied 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

IloLFB,B. — ^This  was  an  ejectment  brought  to  recover  an 
undivided  moiety  of  a  house  and  orchard^  and  of  two  mea- 
dows, in  the  parish  of  Martock,  forming  part  of  the  property 
devised  by  the  will  of  Elizabeth  Goodden,  dated  in  1 786.  Tlie 
case  of  Doe  d.  Knight  v.  Chaffey  (e)  decided  that  the  pre- 
sent lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  the  person  who,  on  the  death, 

(a)  1  Madd.  214.  (</)  9  B.  A  C.  789. 

(b)  11  Vee.  467.  (e)  16  M.  &  W.  656. 

(c)  7  B.  <fe  C.  392. 
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'  the  tenant  for  life  under  Elizi^        1848. 

■  T-;^  ^  titled  to  the  property  there- 

•^  *^     "^V  '  v,ntitled  to  recover  in  this 

^  '^       '^'^  ^  .rmediate  transaction  his  title 

N  \  V  .  ae  defendant  contends,  that  the 

^-    •  '  destroyed  by  the  effect  of  the  Martock 

**'  \  J,"  and  the  award  made  in  pursuance  of  it, 

.0  moiety  of  the  house,  orchard,  and  meadows, 
.oject  of  this  action,  was  aUotted  and  awarded  to 
^ward  Spencer,  in  lieu  and  exchange  for  other  property, 
which,  by  the  same  award,  was  allotted  and  awarded  to 
Robert  Chaffey  and  William  Chaffey,  the  parties  then  en- 
titled, by  virtue  of  a  conveyance  from  Thomas  Knight,  of 
his  life  interest  under  Elizabeth  Goodden's  wilL  K  this 
allotment  to  Spencer  was  valid,  the  title  of  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff  to  the  moiety  now  in  question  was  defeated 

The  Inclosure  Act  received  the  royal  assent  on  the  19th 
May,  1819,  at  which  time  the  moiety  of  the  property  de- 
vised by  the  will  of  Elizabeth  Goodden  was  vested  in  Messrs. 
Chaffey,  for  the  life  of  Thomas  Knight,  the  other  moiety 
being  vested  in  Arthur  Spencer,  in  fee.  This  property 
consisted  partly  of  messuages  and  old  inclosures,  and  partly 
of  open  land  in  the  parish  of  Martock.  On  the  2nd  Au- 
gust, 1819,  Messrs  Chaffey  and  Arthur  Spencer  duly  made 
a  claim  in  writing,  under  the  Inclosure  Act,  in  respect  to 
the  open  land  to  which  they  were  thus  entitled  as  tenants 
in  common;  and  on  the  13th  September,  1819,  Arthur 
Bpencer  died  intestate,  leaving  Edward  Spencer  his  heir. 

On  the  11th  August,  1826,  the  commissioners  under  the 
Inclosure  Act  made  their  award,  and  thereby  made  cer- 
tain allotments,  numbered  respectively  on  the  map  13,  87, 
and  88,  to  Messrs.  Chaffey  and  Arthur  Spencer,  in  respect 
of  their  interests  in  the  open  lands,  to  be  allotted  and  di- 
vided; and  they  also,  underthe  head  of  "Exchanges,'' allotted 
to  Edward  Spencer  (inter  alia)  an  undivided  moiety,  as 
well  of  a  messuage,  orchard,  and  meadows  therein  described, 
(being  the  messuage,  orchard,  and  meadows,  the  moiety  of 
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1848.  which  is  sought  to  be  recovered  in  this  action),  as  also  of 
the  said  three  pieces  of  land  numbered  13,  87,  and  88,  the 
other  moiety  being  therein  stated  to  be  then  abready  vested 
in  the  said  Edward  Spencer,  in  exchange  for,  as  well  the 
undivided  moiety  of  the  said  Edward  Spencer  in  certain 
other  old  inclosed  lands  in  the  said  parish,  which  the  said 
commissioners  thereby  allotted  to  the  said  Messrs.  Chafiey, 
the  other  moiety  thereof  being  therein  stated  to  be  then 
already  vested  in  them,  as  also  the  entirety  of  a  close  called 
Trott's  Close,  belonging  solely  to  Spencer.  If  this  award 
was  effectual  to  pass  the  moiety  of  the  messuage,  orchard, 
and  meadows  in  question  to  Edward  Spencer,  then  the 
present  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  barred,  and  he  cannot 
recover. 

It  was  however  objected,  that  this  allotment,  though 
described  in  the  award  as  an  exchange,  was  in  truth  not 
an  exchange,  but  a  partition,  and  that  the  act,  though  it 
authorises  exchanges,  does  not  authorise  partitiona 

It  is  true  that  there  is  no  clause  in  the  Act  authorising 
partitions,  though  there  is  a  clause,  namely,  &  31,  authoris- 
ing exchanges,  if  made  with  the  consent  of  the  owners,  the 
section  in  substance  defining  who  are,  for  the  pturpose  of 
such  consent,  to  be  considered  owners.  But  although  the 
Local  Act  does  not  in  terms  authorise  partitions,  yet  it 
certainly  contemplates  their  being  made,  for,  in  section  32, 
express  provision  is  made  for  the  costs  attending  them. 

The  legislature,  therefore,  contemplating  the  making 
partitions,  but  having  given  no  express  authority  for  that 
purpose  in  the  Local  Act,  must  have  intended  that  they 
should  be  effected,  when  necessary  or  expedient,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  General  Inclosure  Act,  41  Geo.  3,  c.  109. 
The  16th  section  of  that  act  is  as  follows  (a):  [His  Lord- 
ship read  the  section.] 

This  section,  it  will  be  observed,  authorises  the  com- 
missioners to  make  partition  of  land  held  in  common,  upon 

(a)  Ante,  p.  760^  note. 
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the  request  in  writing  of  the  tenants  in  common,  or  a/ny  or  ^  1848. 
either  of  them.  Now,  in  this  case,  Edward  Spencer  was, 
at  the  date  of  the  award,  seised  in  fee  of  one  moiety  of  the 
messuage,  orchard,  and  meadows,  as  tenant  in  common 
with  the  parties  entitled  under  Elizabeth  Goodden's  will 
to  the  other  moiety;  and  under  the  award,  he  in  like  man- 
ner became  entitled,  as  heir  of  Arthur  Spencer,  to  a  moiety 
of  the  new  allotments  made  to  the  Messrs.  Chaffey  and  to 
Arthur  Spencer,  in  respect  of  their  interests  in  the  lands 
to  be  divided  and  inclosed.  Such  being  the  interests  of 
the  different  parties,  the  commissioners  have  allotted  a 
moiety  of  part  of  the  property  so  held  in  common  to 
Edward  Spencer,  and  the  moiety  of  the  other  part  to  the 
Messrs.  Chaffey,  as  the  parties  in  possession  of  the  moiety 
derived  from  Elizabeth  Goodden's  will. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  contended,  that  this 
allotment,  though  described  as  an  exchange,  was  in  truth 
a  partition,  and,  as  such,  invalid,  for  want  of  a  due  com- 
pliance with  the  General  Inclosure  Act 

We  are  all  clearly  of  opinion,  that,  as  a  partition,  it  can- 
not be  supported. 

On  referring  to  the  16th  section  of  the  General  Inclo- 
sure Act,  it  appears  that  the  commissioners  have  authority 
to  make  partition,  at  the  reqv^st,  in  writing,  of  the  tenants 
in  common,  or  a/ny  or  either  of  them.  It  is  not  necessary, 
as  in  case  of  exchanges,  that  there  should  be  the  consent 
of  both  parties.  The  commissioner  is  authorised  to  make 
partition  at  the  request  of  any  one  of  the  tenants  in  com- 
mon ;  and  this  distinction  is  founded  on  very  good  grounds. 
Putting  the  Inclosure  Act  out  of  the  question,  no  exchange 
could  be  made  without  the  concurrence  of  both  the  ex- 
changing parties;  whereas  any  one  tenant  in  common 
can  compel  a  partition.  And  it  is  very  reasonable,  there- 
fore, that  a  similar  distinction  should  exist  in  respect  of 
the  powers  given  to  a  commissioner  of  inclosure.  As  to 
exchanges,  he  has  only  power  to  sanction  what  the  parties 
do  for  themselves.    As  to  partitions,  he  has  power,  at  the 
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1848.  instance  of  any  one  party  interested,  to  bind  all  the  rest 
Now,  in  this  case,  Edward  Spencer  was  one  of  the  tenants 
in  common,  being  entitled  to  his  moiety  in  fee  simple 
There  can  be  no  doubt,  therefore,  but  that,  on  his  written 
request,  the  commissioners  would  have  had  authority  to 
make  a  valid  partition,  which  would  have  been  binding  on 
the  other  tenants  in  common.  But  there  was  no  such  re- 
quest; there  was  a  written  consent  to  the  allotment  in  ex- 
change, after  it  had  been  made;  but  this  is  not  what  the 
16th  section  of  the  General  Inclosure  Act  contemplates^ 
and  the  di£ference  is  one,  not  of  form,  but  of  substanoa 
The  meaning  of  the  legislature  was,  that,  at  the  request  of 
one  of  several  tenants  in  common,  the  commissioner  should 
have  power  to  make  what  he  should  consider  a  fair  parti- 
tion. He  was  intended  to  exercise  his  judgment  His  de- 
cision was  to  bind  the  other  parties,  whether  they  con- 
sented or  not,  and  whatever  might  be  the  extent  of  their 
interesta  Now,  nothing  of  this  sort  was  done  here.  The 
commissioners  do  not  profess,  by  their  award,  to  have  ex- 
ercised any  skiU  or  judgment  of  their  own  in  the  division 
of  the  estate.  The  partition,  if  valid,  must  be  so  by  the 
act,  not  of  the  commissioners,  but  of  the  parties  by  whose 
consent  it  was  made;  and  certainly  there  was  no  consent 
of  the  parties  entitled  to  the  moiety  not  belonging  to 
Spencer,  except  of  Messra  Chaffey,  Who  were  only  tenants 
pur  autre  vie,  and  as  such  had  no  authority  by  the  act  to 
consent  to  a  partition.  This  is  a  fatal  objection  to  any 
partition  the  validity  of  which  is  to  depend  on  the  16th 
section  of  the  General  Inclosure  Act  But  there  is  another 
ground  of  objection  equally  conclusive,  if  the  allotment  is 
to  be  considered  merely  as  a  partition;  and  that  is,  that 
one  of  the  tenants  in  common  is  to  take  as  hb  share  in 
severalty  a  close  of  land,  which,  previous  to  the  partition, 
formed  no  part  of  the  land  held  in  common,  but  was 
the  separate  property  of  the  other  tenant  in  common. 
This  cannot  be  done  on  a  mere  partition.  The  allotment 
being,  therefore,  on  both  these  grounds,  bad  as  a  par- 
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tition,  it  remams  to  consider  whether  it  is  good  as  an        1848. 
exchange. 

The  Local  Act,  sect  31,  authorises  the  commissioner  to 
allot  and  award  any  lands  or  hereditaments  in  exchange 
for  any  other  lands  or  hereditaments,  provided  such  ex- 
change be  with  the  consent  of  the  owners,  whether  as 
tenants  in  fee  simple  or  for  life. 

Now,  here  the  allotments  in  severalty  were  made  with 
the  consent  of  Spencer,  the  owner  in  fee  of  one  moiety, 
and  of  Messra  Chaffey,  tenants  pur  autre  vie,  (that  is,  for 
the  life  of  Thomas  Knight,)  of  the  other.  We  think  that  the 
words  of  the  statute,  *^  tenants  for  life,''  include  tenants 
pur  autre  vie,  and  so  that  Messrs.  Chaffey  were  enabled 
to  give  a  valid  consent  to  an  exchange;  and  the  only  ques- 
tion, therefore,  is,  whether  the  transaction  can  be  sus- 
tained, as  coming  within  the  description  of  what  the  act 
contemplated  under  the  denomination  of  an  exAange. 

We  think  it  may. 

It  certainly  cannot  be  laid  down,  that  in  every  case  a 
partition  can  be  effected  by  means  of  an  exchange.  It  is 
essential  to  an  exchange,  properly  so  called,  that  it  should 
be  made  between  two  parties  only.  "  The  things  given 
and  taken  in  exchange  run  in  parallel  lines,  and  cannot 
pass  into  three  lines  or  a  triangle :"  per  Curiam,  in  EtonboU 
V.  BiAop  of  Winchester  (a).  So  that,  in  no  case  of  three  or 
more  coparceners  or  tenants  in  common,  can  a  partition 
be  made  by  means  of  an  exchange.  But,  if  A.  and  R  be 
tenants  in  common  of  Blackacre  and  Whiteacre^  we  can 
discover  no  principle  which  is  to  prevent  A.  from  giving 
his  moiety  of  Blackacre  to  B.,  in  exchange  for  B.'s  moiety 
of  Whiteacre.  In  such  a  transaction  all  the  requisites 
of  a  valid  exchange  are  found,  and  the  only  old  author- 
ity against  its  validity  is  a  passage  in  the  Touchstone  (6), 
in  which  it  is  said  that  joint  tenants,  tenants  in  com- 
mon, and  coparceners,  cannot  exchange  the  lands  they 

(«)  3  Wils.  497.  (b)  Page  202. 
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1848.  ^  80  bold  with  one  another,  before  they  have  made  par- 
tition. No  reason  is  given  for  this  proposition,  and  it 
is  certainly  not  borne  out  by  the  passages  in  Perkins, 
to  which  reference  is  there  made.  Indeed,  it  may  be 
doubted  whether  these  passages  are  referred  to  as  author- 
ities for  the  doctrine  in  question;  and  in  no  other  old 
authority  have  we  been  able  to  discover  any  warrant  for 
what  is  laid  down  in  the  Touchstone.  Mr.  Preston,  in 
his  edition  of  the  Touchstone,  expresses  an  opinion  ths^ 
the  position  is  wrong,  for  he  asks,  what  objection  is  there 
to  an  exchange  of  one  undivided  moiety  of  part  of  the 
lands  for  an  undivided  moiety  of  other  parts  of  the  same 
lands,  as  between  coparceners  and  tenants  in  common? — 
though,  as  between  joint  tenants,  the  unity  of  their  seisin 
may  prevent  the  operation  of  an  exchange.  The  case 
of  McQueen  v.  Farqvhar(a),  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff's 
counsel,  in  argument,  certainly  shews  Lord  Eldan's  opin- 
ion to  have  been,  that  sl  power  of  exchange  in  a  settlement 
to  be  effected  under  the  Statute  of  Uses,  would  not  au- 
thorise a  partition.  And  it  seems,  from  Mr.  Bell's  note  to 
Abel  V.  Heathcote{b),  that  Lord  JEldan  retained  thb  opinion 
in  the  year  1820. 

As  a  general  proposition,  it  may  be  true  that  a  power  of 
exchange  does  not  necessarily  include  a  power  to  make 
partition  in  all  cases :  where,  for  instance,  the  partition 
is  to  be  made  among  three  or  more  parties,  as  was  the  case 
in  Abd  V.  Heathcote;  but  it  does  not  surely  follow  from 
thence,  that,  where  there  are  only  two  parties,  the  ex- 
change of  a  moiety  of  one  part  of  the  land  held  in  com- 
mon, for  a  moiety  of  the  other,  is  to  be  considered  bad,  be- 
cause it  effectuates  a  partition.  If  we  are  right  in  hold- 
ing, (contrary  to  what  is  said  in  the  Touchstone,)  that,  at 
common  law,  two  tenants  in  common  may  exchange  with 
each  other  their  respective  moieties  of  the  different  parts 
of  the  land  held  in  common,  it  must  follow,  where  the 

(a)  11  Yes.  475.  (h)  4  Bro.  C.  C.  277. 
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moiety  of  an  estate  is  settled  to  uses,  with  a  power  of  ex-  1848. 
change  in  the  trustees,  that  such  a  power  may  be  well  ex- 
ecuted by  dividing  the  lands  into  two  portions  to  be  held 
in  severalty,  one  on  the  uses  of  the  settlement,  the  other 
hj  the  party  entitled  to  the  other  moiety.  If  such  a  trans- 
action would  have  been  valid  as  the  execution  of  a  power 
under  the  Statute  of  Uses,  It  mxdto  fortiori  will  it  be  good 
under  the  statutory  power  contained  in  this  act  of  Parlia- 
ment,  the  main  and  paramount  object  of  which,  as  in  aU 
similar  acts,  was  to  enable  the  commissioners  to  make  such 
a  division  and  distribution  of  the  lands  in  the  parish  as 
should  best  conduce  to  the  future  convenient  enjoyment  of 
the  whole. 

A  point  was  made  in  argument,  that  the  allotments 
made  to  Messrs.  Chaffey  and  Arthur  Spencer,  in  respect  of 
their  interests  in  the  open  land,  were  void,  having  been 
made  after  the  death  of  Arthur,  and  when  Edward  his 
heir  was  the  party  entitled;  but  there  is  no  weight  in  this, 
for  it  appears  on  the  face  of  the  award,  that,  though  the 
allotment  was  made  in  the  name  of  Arthur,  who  had  sent 
in  the  claim,  yet  the  commissioners  understood  the  effect 
of  it  to  be  the  same  as  if  they  had  used  the  name  of  Ed- 
ward. For,  in  the  subsequent  part  of  the  award,  as  to 
the  exchanges,  they  describe  Arthur's  moiety  of  the  three 
allotments  as  being  vested  in  Edward,  which  could  only 
be  because  he  took  under  the  award  in  favour  of  Arthur. 
In  fact,  the  use  of  the  name  Arthur  evidently  arose 
from  his  having  been  the  party  who  concurred  with  Messrs. 
C3iaffey  in  making  the  claim,  and  is  altogether  imma- 
terial as  affecting  the  title. 

On  the  whole,  therefore,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
award  correctly  describes  the  allotments  in  question  as  an 
exchange  and  not  a  partition ;  and  that,  for  the  reasons 
we  have  already  given,  the  exchange  is  perfectly  valid, 
and  so  that  the  title  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  effec- 
tual There  must,  therefore,  be  judgment  for  the  de- 
fendant. 
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In  Doe  d.  Knight  v.  Sansom  and  others,  the  question  is 
precisely  the  same,  and  in  that  case  also  our  judgment 
must  be  for  the  defendant 

Judgment  for  the  defendant 


c 


Stevens  v.  Eeatikg  (a). 


The  speoifica-  W ASE  for  the  infringement  of  two  patents,  to  which  tie 
fir""  a  p^^  plaintiff  was  entitled  as  the  assignee  of  one  Martin.— The 
or  method  of     declaration  contained  two  counts,  one  on  each  patent    The 

oombmiDg  va* 

riouB  materials  defendant  pleaded  to  the  first  count,  fourthly,  that  the  said 

stuoooee,  plM.    invention  was  not  duly  specified;  to  which  the  plaintiff  re- 
ten,  and  oe* 
ments,  and  for 
the  manufito- 
ture  of  artificial 
stones,  mar- 
bles, &c.  used 
in  boildings,*' 
after  stating 
the  Invention 
to  oonsist  in 
producing  cer- 
tain hard  ce- 
ments of  the 
combination  of 


plied  in  the  usual  form,  and  upon  that  replicaticm  issue  was 
joined  At  the  trial  of  the  cause,  before  PoUock,  C.B.,  at  the 
Middlesex  Sittings  after  last  Michaelmas  Term,  the  plain- 
tiff had  a  verdict  on  all  the  issues,  with  the  exception  of  the 
fourth,  upon  which  a  verdict  was  entered  for  the  defendant, 
under  the  direction  of  the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  who  was  of 
opinion  that  the  specification  upon  which  the  first  count 
was  framed  was  bad  in  point  of  law,  leave  being  reserved 
the  powder  of   to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  upon  that  issue 

gypsum, 
powder  of  lime- 
stone, and  chalk,  with  other  materials^  tadk  combinations  being  (snbseqnent  to  their  miciig} 
submitted  to  heat,  described  the  method  or  process  of  making  a  cement  from  gypsum,  to  con- 
sist in  mixing  witii  powdered  gypsum  strong  alkali  (ex.  gr.  iMst  American  pearlash)  disaolved 
in  a  certain  proportion  of  water,  this  Bolution  to  be  neutralised  with  add  (su^hnric  add 
being  the  best),  the  mass  to  be  kept  in  agitation,  and  the  add  to  be  added  gnulnally  till  the 
effervescence  should  cease;  and  then  a  certain  proportion  of  water  to  be  added  Q{  other 
alkali  were  used,  the  quantity  to  be  varied  in  proportion  to  its  strengtii);  and  the  mixtore 
having  been  brouffht  to  a  proper  consistence  by  the  further  addition  of  powdered  gypsum,  to 
be  dried  in  moultu,  and  finally  subjected  to  a  furnace  capable  of  producii^  a  red  heat.  The 
description  of  making  the  cement  differed  little  from  that  of  the  preceding  prooeas. 

The  roedfioation,  after  proceeding  to  state  the  mode  of  using  the  cement  so  made,  con- 
duded  by  stating,  that  other  alkalies  and  adds  besides  those  before  mentioned  would  answer 
the  purposes  of  tiie  invention^  though  not  so  weU,  and  that  the  inv«ntor  daimed  the  method 
or  process  thereinbefore  described: — Udd^  that  the  specification  was  bad;  ^r  that  dther 
the  inventor  daimed  all  adds  and  alkalies^  0r  only  those  which  would  answer  the  purpose;  in 
the  former  of  wMch  cases,  as  some  adds  and  alkiJues  would  not  answer  the  purposes  of  the 
invention,  the  specification  was  therefore  bad;  and  in  the  latter,  it  was  bad  for  not  specify- 
ing those  adds  and  alkalies  which  would  be  found  to  succeed. 

(a)  This  case  was  determined  in  Trinity  Term  (May  31). 
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also,  with  nominal  damages,  if  the  Court  should  think        1848. 
otherwise.  Skbvxhs 


Hie  AUomey-Oeneraly  in  Hilary  Term  last  (January  13), 
moved  accordingly. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

The  pleadings  and  the  nature  of  the  question  sufficiently 
appear  &om  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  which  was  now 
(May  31)  delivered  by 

Pollock,  C.  B. — ^This  was  an  action  for  infringing  two 
patents  granted  to  one  Richard  Freen  Martin.  The  first 
was  dated  the  8th  of  October,  1834,  and  was  for  ''a  cer- 
tain process  or  processes,  method  or  methods,  of  combin- 
ing various  materials,  so  as  to  form  stuccoes,  plasters,  or 
cements,  and  for  the  manufacture  of  artificial  stones,  mar- 
bles, and  other  like  substances  used  for  buildings,  deco- 
rations, or  other  similar  purposea'^ 

The  second  was  dated  the  2nd  of  June,  1840,  and  was 
for  ''  certain  improvements  in  the  manufacture  of  certain 
descriptions  of  cement;'^  being,  in  fact,  an  improvement  on 
the  first  patent.  Both  the  patents  were  assigned  to  the 
plaintiff  on  the  9th  of  December,  1843. 

The  declaration  was  in  the  usual  form,  the  first  count 
being  on  the  first  patent,  the  second  on  the  second. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  not  guilty  ;  secondly,  that 
Richard  Freen  Martin  was  not  the  true  inventor  of  the  in- 
vention in  the  first  count  mentioned;  thirdly,  that  the  in- 
vention in  the  first  count  was  not  a  new  invention ;  fourthly, 
that  the  said  invention  was  not  specified ;  fifthly,  that  it 
was  not  an  invention  for  a  new  manufacture  for  which 
letters-patent  coidd  be  granted.  The  sixth,  seventh,  eighth, 
and  ninth  pleas  were  pleaded  to  the  second  count,  and 
were  similar  to  the  second,  third,  fourth,  and  fifth  pleas 
to  the  first  count  To  these  pleas  there  was  the  usual  re- 
plication.   At  the  trial,  the  patents,  the  specification,  and 
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1848.        the  asBigtunents  were  proved,  but  the  second  count  waa 
Bnmm      given  up,  and  do  evidence  was  offered  of  any  infringement 
i{»r^m«i       of  t'lfi  second  patent.    The  important  part  of  the  first  q)e- 
cification  was  as  follows : — 

"  My  invention  consists  in  producing  certain  hard  cements 
of  combiaations  of  the  powder  of  gypsum,  of  powder  of 
limestone,  and  of  the  powder  of  chalk,  with  other  mat- 
ters or  materials ;  such  combinations,  when  produced  ac- 
cording to  my  invention,  being  (subsequently  to  their  mix- 
ing) submitted  to  the  action  of  heat,  as  will  be  hereafter 
fully  described,  whereby  cement  so  produced  will  become 
highly  useful  as  stucco  or  plaster,  and  for  manufacturing 
of  artificial  stones,  marble,  and  other  like  substances  used 
in  buildings,  decorations,  or  similar  purposes.  In  order 
that  my  invention  may  be  fully  described  and  carried  into 
effect,  I  will  proceed  to  describe  the  methods  or  processes 
which  I  have  pursued  and  found  to  answer,  and  are  the 
best  I  am  acquainted  with.  First,  for  a  cement  from  gyp- 
sum, I  take  any  quantity  of  gypsum,  which  I  reduce  to  a 
fine  powder,  either  by  grinding  or  by  the  ordinary  methods 
pursued  for  the  manufacture  of  plaster  of  pans  of  com- 
merce; or  I  take  any  quantity  of  moulds,  or  other  articles 
which  have  been  formed  of  plaster  of  pans,  and  reduce 
them  by  the  action  of  heat  and  grinding  or  crushing  (or 
only  grinding  or  crushing)  into  fine  powders,  similar  to 
plaster  of  paris.  With  the  above  described  plaster  of  paris 
I  mix  a  solution  of  the  following  matters  or  materials : — 
Dissolve  one  pound  of  strong  alkali  (for  instance,  best  Ame- 

_■ irlaah)  in  one  gallon  of  water;  this  solution  is  to 

alised  with  acid  (sulphuric  acid  is  best  for  the 
,  keeping  the  solution  in  a^tation,  and  adding 
gradually  until  effervescence  ceases;  then  add  the 
a  quantity  of  seven  gallons  of  water,  making  in 
e  eight  gallons  (if  other  alkali  is  used,  then  the 
must  be  varied  in  proportion  to  its  strength), 
«  to  be  mixed  with  a  quantity  of  the  powder  till 
!  is  of  a  consistence  or  state  suitable  to  be  cast  or 
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moulded,  as  the  case  may  be,  into  cakes,  bricks,  or  other  1848. 
forms,  which  are  to  be  permitted  to  dry,  and  then  sub*  BrsviNa  ^ 
mitted  to  such  degrees  of  heat  in  reverberatory  furnaces,  kbTtiko. 
kibis,  iron  retorts,  such  as  are  used  in  gas-works,  or  such 
other  means  as  will  bring  them  to  a  red  heat  throughout; 
if  the  above  materials  be  not  heated  red  throughout,  such 
parts  as  are  not  sufficiently  burned  will  be  ultimately  less 
hard  and  durable  than  the  cement  properly  burned.  The 
solution  necessary  for  admixture  is  about  half  the  measure 
of  the  powder  so  treated.  Secondly,  for  a  cement  from 
lime-stones  and  chalk,  I  take  any  quantity  of  lime-stone 
or  chalk,  which  I  grind  or  subject  to  the  usual  process  of 
burning  or  calcination  to  lime;  and,  if  by  the  latter  pro- 
cess, reduce  this  lime  to  powder,  either  by  exposure  to 
air  or  by  the  application  of  water,  in  the  ordinary  way  in 
which  limes  are  slacked  (air  slacking  is  best),  and  treat  it 
with  solution  of  alkali  and  sulphuric  acid  in  the  manner 
described  for  plaster  of  paris ;  but,  as  it  requires  less  fluid 
for  admixture,  the  solution  must  be  proportionably  stronger. 
— ^Dissolve  one  pound  of  alkali  (best  American  pearlash) 
in  one  gallon  of  water,  which  neutralise  with  sulphuric  acid 
in  the  manner  described  for  plaster  of  paris;  then  add 
the  additional  quantity  of  four  gallons  and  two  quarts  of 
water,  making  in  the  whole  five  gallons  and  two  quarta 
Work  up  the  solution  with  the  powdered  lime  into  cakes, 
and,  when  dry,  burn  them  after  the  method  directed  for 
gypsum  cement.  The  solution  necessary  for  admixture  is 
about  one-third  of  the  measure  of  lime  powder  so  treated; 
if  powder  of  gypsum,  or  powder  of  lime-stones,  or  chalk, 
are  used  uncalcined,  then  calcination  must  be  made  as  re- 
gards the  strength  of  the  liquid  in  reference  to  the  less 
quantity  required  for  the  purpose.  The  solution  of  alkali, 
without  the  addition  of  the  acid,  may  be  used  for  the  ma- 
nufacture of  a  cement  from  powder  of  gypsum,  provided 
the  subsequent  burning  be  adopted,  but  which  cement  will 
not  be  so  good  as  those  made  by  the  other  methods  de- 
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1848.  scribed.  Cements  may  also  be  made  from  the  powder  of 
lime-stones  and  chalk  with  the  solution  of  acid^-^ajy  one 
quarter  of  a  poimd  of  sulphuric  acid  dissolredin  four  gallons 
of  water,  and  afterwards  burned  as  before  described ;  but 
cements  so  made  will  not  be  so  good  as  those  made  by  the 
other  methods  described.  The  processes  of  incorporation 
and  burning,  both  for  this  and  alkali  cement  from  gypsum, 
are  the  same  as  previously  described.'' — ^After  describing 
the  manner  in  which  the  cement  is  to  be  used,  the  speci- 
fication concludes: — ''And  whereas  other  alkalies  and 
acids,  besides  those  hereinbefore  mentioned,  will  answer 
.  the  purposes  of  my  said  invention,  though  none  that  I 
have  tried  have  answered  so  well  as  the  alkali  and  acid 
hereinbefore  set  forth ;  and  whereas  I  claim  as  my  inven* 
tion  the  processes  of  mixing  the  powdered  materials,  al* 
kalies,  and  acids,  as  hereinbefore  described,  and  subse- 
quently burning,  heating,  or  calcining  the  same,  for  the 
purposes  hereinbefore  set  forth,  &c.,  I  do  declare  this  to 
be  my  specification,"  &c. 

Evidence  was  given  of  the  utility  of  the  plaintiff's  in- 
vention, and  that  the  defendant  used  borax,  which  is  a 
salt — ^the  combination  of  an  acid  with  an  alkali — ^in  making 
his  cements :  this,  it  was  contended,  was  an  infringement 
of  the  first  patent,  borax  being  composed  of  an  acid  and 
an  alkali.  At  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  it  was  con- 
tended, first,  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  infringe- 
ment of  the  patent  at  all ;  secondly,  that  the  specification 
of  the  first  patent  was  bad  in  point  of  law.  As  to  the  first 
point,  leave  was  reserved  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defend* 
ant  on  the  issue  of  not  guilty  to  the  first  count,  if  the 
Co\;rt  should  be  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  evidence  of 
infringement  of  the  first  patent  by  the  defendant.  The 
second  point  was  fully  argued.  At  the  conclusion  of  the 
argument,  I  decided  that  the  first  specification  was  bad  in 
point  of  law,  and  directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  defend- 
ant upon  the  issue  to  the  fourth  plea.    In  the  ensuing  term. 
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iht  Attomty-Oen^rcd  moved  fbr  a  new  trial,  and  we  have        1848, 
now  to  decide  whether  the  speoification  to  the  first  patent 
is  good  in  ppint  of  law  or  not. 

The  title  of  the  patent  is  for  ^'A  prooess  or  proeessea,  me^ 
thod  or  methuda,  of  oombinlng  various  materials,  so  as  to 
form  stuccoes,  plaster,  or  cements,  and  fbr  the  manufacture 
of  artificial  stones,  marbles,  and  other  like  substances/^ 

The  specification  states  the  Invention  to  consist  in  pr<v 
ducing  certain  hard  cements  of  the  combination  of  the 
powder  of  gypsum,  powder  of  lime-stone,  and  chalk,  with 
other  materials,  such  combinations  being  (subsequent  to 
the  mixing)  submitted  to  heat.  The  speoification  then 
states  the  method  of  making  cement  from  gypsum,  in  the 
course  of  which  alkali  is  to  be  used,  and  is  to  be  neutral-* 
ise4  with  acid  (it  is  stated  sulphuric  acid  is  best  for  the 
purpose);  the  residt  is  to  be  subjected  to  some  furnace, 
which  will  produce  a  red  heat.  The  method  of  making 
cement  from  lime-stones  and  chalk  is  then  described,  which 
does  not  materially  differ  from  the  other  process — which 
seems  to  consist  in  the  use  of  acid  afterwards  neutralised 
by  alkali,  and  subjected  to  heat.  The  specification  then 
states  the  mode  of  using  the  cemeDt,  and  concludes  ^ 
usual  with  the  claim  as  "above  stated;"  and  the  question 
is,  whether  this  is  a  good  specification.  It  ia  the  same 
question  as  if  the  plea  had  been  merely  the  general 
issue  under  the  old  mode  of  pleading,  and  the  question 
had  been,  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  succeed. 
The  question  is,  whether  the  ppecification  be  good  or  not : 
only  one  alkali  (potash)  and  one  acid  (sulphuric)  are  meur 
tloned  in  the  specification ;  but  manifestly  the  inventor 
does  not  confine  himself  to  these ;  if  he  did,  the  defendant 
would  be  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  the  plea  of  not  guiltyj 
for  he  has  used  neither.  To  what  extent,  then,  doe9  the 
claim  of  the  plaintiff  go  beyond  the  alkali  and  acid  named  I 
It  must  either  b^  a  claim  of  all  Acida  and  {Jkaliesi  or  gf  pll 
and  alkaliea  that  will  answer  the  purposer   If  it  be  ^ 
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claim  of  all  acids  and  alkaliee,  it  is  clearly  bad,  u  there 
are  some  that  will  not  answer  the  purpose.  If  it  be  a 
claim  of  those  only  which  will  answer  the  purpose,  it  is  3« 
clearly  bad,  in  coosequence  of  not  stating  those  whicli 
will  answer  the  purpose,  and  distinguishing  them  &om 
those  that  will  not,  and  so  preventing  the  public  from 
being  under  the  necessity  of  making  experiments  to  as- 
certain which  of  them  wiU  succeed  and  which  will  not; 
and  this  was  expressly  so  determined  by  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  in  Bex  v.  'W}ieder{a),  where  they  say, 
that  a  specification,  which  casts  upon  the  public  the  ex- 
pense and  labour  of  espeiiment  and  trial,  is  bad.  In 
any  view,  therefore,  this  specification  is  defective,  and 
we  think  there  ought  to  be  no  rule. 

Rule  refused. 
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J.  ROVER  for  goods,  chatteb,  and  effects. — Pleas,  not 
guilty  and  not  possessed. 

At  the  trial,  before  Alderson,  R,  at  the  York  Spring 
Assizes,  1848,  it  appeared  that  the  conversioD  relied  on 
was  a  sale  of  the  effects  in  question;  and,  in  order  to  prove 
it,  the  plaintiff  gave  in  evidence  the  following  document: 
— "  Memorandum.— That  Mr.  Thomas  Hey  ktu  add  to  G. 
Hey  all  the  goods,  stock-in-trade,  and  fixtures  in  the  shop 
of  Walter  Hey,  at  &c.,  for  90L"  This  document  was 
signed  by  both  parties,  and  bore  an  agreement  stamp.    It 

objected,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  that  the  docn- 

t  operated  as  a  conveyance,  and  ought,  therefore,  to 
i  borne  an  ad  valorem  stamp  of  It  lOa.  The  learned 
;e  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  reserving  leave 
^e  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit  A  mle  nisi 
Jig  been  obtained  accordingly, 
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Knowles  shewed  cause. — The  instrument  in  question  is  1848. 
in  no  sense  a  conveyance,  but  a  mere  memorandum  of  a 
past  transaction.  In  order  to  come  under  the  head  ^'  Con- 
veyance/' in  the  schedule  of  the  Stamp  Act,  65  Geo.  3, 
c.  184,  the  instrument  must  purport  on  the  face  of  it  to 
convey.  That  act  imposes  a  duty  "  for  and  in  respect  of 
the  principal  or  only  deed,  instrument,  or  writing,  wher^ 
the  lands  or  other  things  sold  shall  be  granted,  leased,  as- 
signed, &C.,  or  otherwise  conveyed  to  or  vested  in  the  pur- 
chaser.'' Unless,  therefore,  the  terms  of  the  instrument  are 
such  that  eo  instanti,  upon  and  by  force  of  its  execution, 
the  property  is  divested  from  the  one  party  and  vested  in 
the  other,  it  is  not  a  conveyance  within  that  act  Here  the 
sale  and  purchase  might  have  taken  place  by  oral  agree- 
ment; and  if  this  instrument  be  held  to  be  a  conveyance, 
no  agreement  for  the  sale  of  goods,  wares,  and  merchan- 
dise, woidd  be  within  the  exemption  of  the  Stamp  Act.  If 
the  word  "  fixtures"  had  not  been  introduced,  there  could 
have  been  no  doubt  upon  the  subject;  but  the  question, 
whether  certain  terms  do  or  do  not  amount  to  a  convey- 
ance, cannot  depend  upon  the  subject-matter  in  respect  of 
which  the  parties  are  dealing.  Besides,  the  word  "fix- 
tures" does  not  necessarily  mean  something  attached  to 
the  freehold,  but  it  may  designate  goods  to  be  afterwards 
fixed.  If,  however,  the  term  be  construed  in  its  strict 
sense  as  something  fixed  to  and  in  contemplation  of  law 
part  of  the  freehold,  this  instrument  couldnot  operate  other- 
wise than  as  an  agreement,  since  it  is  not  under  seal,  and, 
therefore,  incapable  of  passing  the  legal  estate  in  the  free- 
hold. [Parkey  R — How,  if  that  were  the  case,  would  a  sheriff 
be  justified  in  seizing  fixtures  ?  It  is  correctly  laid  down, 
in  "Amos  on  Fixtures  "(a),  that,  "  for  the  benefit  of  cre- 
ditors, fixtures  are  considered  to  be  so  far  in  the  nature  of 
personal  chattels,  that  in  certain  cases  they  may  be  seized 

(a)  Page  321,  2ud  editi 
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1848.  and  removed  under  &  writ  of  fieri  fiu^ias.""]  ThiB  inBtra- 
ment  does  not  shew  any  intention  in  the  parties  to  pass 
the  property  by  it  In  Wick  v.  Hadffsonia)^  the  queetioii 
arose  upon  a  memorandum  given  on  the  sale  of  fijctures 
by  an  outgoing  to  an  incoming  tenant.  In  Pitt  ▼.  Shew  (b) 
it  was  held,  that  fixtures  might  be  recovered  Under  the 
terms  "  goods,  chattels,  and  effecta"'  In  2%omp«on  ▼.  Pet- 
titt  (c)  the  instrument  clearly  authorised  the  party  in  whose 
favour  it  was  made  to  enter  the  premides  and  sell  the  fix- 
tures. 

Martin,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^According  to  tke  aigu* 
ment  on  the  other  side,  the  stamp  duty  on  conveyances 
might  be  avoided  by  using  language  in  the  past  tense 
The  word  "  memorandum"  at  the  commencement  does  not 
render  the  instrument  the  less  a  conveyance,  but  means 
simply,  "  let  it  be  recorded/'  In  Jones  v.  Ryder  (fit),  Parbty 
B.,  says,  '^  that  every  instrument  ought  to  be  stamped  ac- 
cording to  its  legal  effect '^  This  instrument  comes  within 
the  definition  of  a  bargain  and  sale;  for  it  is  an  agreement 
whereby  one  person,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  transfers 
effects  to  another.  "The  very  words  bargain  and  sell 
are  not  necessary  to  a  good  bargain  and  sale:"  (Shep. 
Touchst  c.  1 0,  p.  222) ;  and  in  Co.  Litt  301.  b.  it  is  said, 
'^  And  he  to  whom  such  a  deed,  comprehending  dedi  &a, 
is  made,  may  plead  it  as  a  grant,  as  a  release,  or  as  a  con- 
firmation, at  his  election.'^  [He  was  then  stopped  by  the 
Court.] 

Parke,  B.---^The  question  is,  whether  this  instrmnent 
operates  as  a  conveyance  within  the  meaning  of  die  Stamp 
Act,  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184.  The  schedule  of  that  act  presctibes 
an  ad  valorem  duty  on  every  "  conveyance,  whether  gran^ 
disposition,  lease,  assignment,  transfer,  release,  renimcia* 
tion,  or  of  any  other  kind  or  description  whatsoever,  upon 

(a)  12  Moore,  213.  (c)  10  Q.  B.  101. 

\b)  4  B,  d;  Aid,  206.  ((Q  4  M,  d?  W.  35. 
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sale  of  any  lands,  tenements,  rents,  annuities,  or  other  ^  1848. 
property,  real  or  personal,  heritable  or  moveable,  or  of 
any  right,  title,  interest,  or  claim  in,  to,  out  of,  or  upon 
any  lands,  tenements,  rents,  annuities,  or  other  property, 
(that  is  to  say),  for  or  in  respect  of  the  principal  or  only 
deed,  instrument,  or  other  "writing,  whereby  the  lands  or 
other  things  sold  shall  be  granted,  leased,  assigned,  trans* 
ferred,  released,  renounced,  or  otiberwise  conveyed  to  or 
vested  in  the  purchaser/'  Those  are  very  comprehensive 
TTords,  embracing  not  only  a  transfer  of  all  kinds,  but  every 
right  of  property.  This  instrument  contains  words  in  the 
past  tense,  but  that  can  make  no  difference,  if  the  instru^ 
ment  itself  operates  as  a  conveyanca  It  is  laid  down  in 
Sheppard's  Touchstone  (which  is  the  language  of  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Dodderidgey  and  entitled  to  the  utmost  respect  as  one 
of  the  first  authorities  in  the  law),  *'  that  the  best  way  in 
grants  is  to  grant  by  words  in  the  present  tense,  as  well  as 
in  the  preterperfect  tense;  but  a  grant  by  words  of  the 
preterperfect  tense  only,  as  by  dedi  et  concessi  only,  with- 
out words  of  the  present  tense,  is  good.''  Therefore,  if  this 
instrument  is  meant  to  be  a  record  of  a  transfer,  it  is  a 
conveyance  and  transfer  of  property  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute.  It  has  been  ingeniously  argued,  that,  if 
we  adopt  that  construction,  and  hold  this  instrument  to 
operate  as  an  immediate  conveyance  of  the  property,  no 
agreement  for  the  sale  of  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise, 
would  be  within  the  exemption  of  the  Stamp  Act  That 
made  me  pause,  because,  if  it  were  so,  all  bought  and  sold 
notes  would  require  to  be  stamped,  and  that  would  create 
great  confusion  in  the  mercantile  world.  The  result,  how^* 
ever^  would  not  be  as  contended  Under  the  head  ''Agree** 
ment," there  is  an  exemption,  not  merely  from  the  preceding 
stamp  duty,  but  from  all  other  stamp  duty,  of  any  "me- 
morandum, letter,  or  agreement,  for  or  relating  to  the  sale 
of  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise."  Then  this  instrument, 
being  a  conveyance  relating  to  the  sale  of  goods,  would 


78S  BXCEEQCSa  AEPOBTS. 

1848.  have  been  irithin  the  exemption  and  required  no  stamp, 
HoESFAu  if  it  did  not  also  embrace  the  transfer  of  fixtnres.  The 
^^  plaintiff's  counsel  a^ued,  that,  bo  far  as  related  to  Uie 
fixtures,  it  could  only  operate  as  an  agreement,  that  in 
iiiture  the  par^  should  exercise  some  power  of  removal, 
and  that,  until  that  power  was  exercised,  it  was  wholly 
inoperatirc  to  transfer  the  proper^.  But  the  case  of 
nwtt^paon  V.  Petiitt  shews  that  it  operates  as  a  convey- 
ance at  the  instant  of  the  right  and'  title  to  the  fixtures, 
that  is,  to  such  things  as  a  t«nant  might  remove,  and, 
moreover,  that  it  gives  such  a  property  in  the  chattels 
that  the  owner  might  bring  trespass  against  any  person 
who  afterwards  removed  them.  This  instrument,  thou^ 
it  uses  words  in  the  post  tense,  is  the  record  of  an  agree- 
ment between  the  parties,  that  from  its  date  the  purchaser 
shall  have  full  right  of  removing  the  fixtures;  and  it  is 
a  transfer,  and  not  an  instrument  vrithin  the  exemp- 
tion as  to  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise.  If  an  act  of 
Parliament  had  said,  that  in  future  no  fixtures  or  stock- 
in-trade  should  be  transferred  except  by  writing,  this  in- 
strument would  satisfy  the  statute;  and  if  so,  it  is  a  trans- 
fer under  the  Stamp  Act  Were  we  to  hold,  that,  when- 
ever parties  use  the  past  tense,  the  instrument  must  be 
construed  as  a  mere  memorandum,  we  should  be  opening 
a  door  for  exempting  all  conveyances  from  stamp  duty. 

Aldbbsoh,  K,  concurred. 

RoLFB,  R — The  &ct  <^  the  insbiunent  being  in  the  put 
tense,  amounts  to  nothlhg ;  for  when  parties  execute  a  deed, 
they  write,  "  In  testimony  whereof  the  parties  hereunto 
their  hands  and  seals." 

',  B.,  concurr«d. 
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Blackburn  and  Others  v.  Smith.  j^  ji^ 

-lV.SSUMPSIT. — The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  By  agreement 
that,  by  a  certain  agreement  in  writing,  dated  the  10th  of  defendant' 
December,  1844,  between  the  defendant  of  the  one  part,  JSS^o*^iSS'. 
and  the  plaintifis  of  the  other  part,  and  signed  by  the  plain-  ^^  P'^: 

•  «v%  V    «   A      ^  «  cnBoOf  a  piece 

lifts  and  defendant  respectively,  it  was  witnessed  (amongst  of  land,  and  to 
other  things),  that,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  18s.  6d  ^2c?Le-*^ 
for  every  square  yard  of  land,  which  the  land  thereinafter  ™  j'X/*'™' 
described  should,  on  admeasurement,  be  found  to  contain,  mainder  on  a 
to  be  paid  fts  thereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant  agreed  and  it  was' 
to  sell  to  the  plaintifis,  and  the  plaintifis  agreed  to  pur-  ^[J^pUuStiff 
chase,  all  the  piece  of  land  in  the  said  memorandum  of  ?l»ould  have 

^  ^  ^      ^  immediate  po8- 

agreement  particularly  described ;  and  the  plaintifis  thereby  session,  and 
J  ii#»i'i  #•»  «•  that  the  de- 

agreed  to  pay  unto  the  defendant  the  sum  of  loOt,  part  of  fendant  should 

the  purchase-money  for  the  land,  on  the  signing  of  the  me-  5i^^*^th  a 

morandum  of  agreement,  and  the  remainder  of  the  pur-  f^^  ^^  *^ 

*  aent  abstract 

cnase-money  on  or  before  the  2nd  of  December,  1846,  and  of  title  to  the 
also  to  pay  the  defendant  interest  on  the  balance  of  the  upon  payment 
purchase-money,  at  the  rate  of  41  per  cent,  per  annum,  to  ofSep^*^ 
commence  from  the  2nd  of  June  then  next,  by  equal  half-  chase-money, 

_  ''      ^  a  conveyance 

yearly  payments  in  each  year,  the  first  of  such  payments  of  the  fee- 
to  be  made  on  the  2nd  of  December,  1845:  and  the  de-  bemade:^that 

all  objections 
to,  and  requi- 
dtions  in  support  of,  the  title,  not  delivered  in  writing  in  a  month  after  the  delivery  of  the  ab- 
sfcraoty  should  be  deemed  to  be  waived.  The  plaintiff  paid  the  deposit,  and  took  possession  of 
the  land.  The  defendant,  in  due  time,  delivered  an  abstract,  containing  a  statement  of  all  the 
deeds.  Sec,,  in  his  custody,  power,  or  knowledge,  but  tracing  the  title  for  a  period  less  than  sixty 
years,  and  shewing  it  to  be  in  a  trustee.  No  objection  was  made  within  the  month.  After- 
wards the  trustee  died  intestate ;  and  it  not  appearing  in  whom  the  legal  estate  vested,  the 
plaintiff  gave  notice  that  he  rescinded  the  contract,  and  brought  an  action  to  recover  hauck  the 
depodt,  and,  in  one  count  of  the  declaration,  declared  specially  on  the  agreement,  and  assigned 
as  a  brnch  the  non-deliveiy  of  a  "fiill  and  sufficient  abstract*'  of  the  defendant's  title  to  the  land, 
which  was  traversed  by  a  plea.  The  second  count  was  for  money  had  and  received : — ffM, 
that,  no  objection  having  been  made  within  the  month,  the  issue  was  satisfied  by  the  abstract 
delivered,  it  having  been  a  full  and  fiur  statement  of  all  the  muniments  which  the  defenduit 
had  in  his  possession,  power,  or  knowledge,  and  a  fidr  statement  of  the  deduction  of  his  title, 
though  it  aid  not  so  back  sixty  yeara. 

Also,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  rescind  the  contract  and  recover  the  deposit  under  the 
count  for  money  had  and  received,  inasmuch  as,  having  taken  pooaeauon  of  the  limd,  the  par- 
ties could  not  be  placed  in  statu  quo. 


1848.        fendant  thereby  agreed,  that  the  plaintiffs  should  haye  im- 
BLAOKBUBir    mediate  possession  of  the  said  land;  and  forthwith,  at  his 
biasB.       ^^'^  expense,  to  furnish  the  plaintiffs  with  a  full  and  suffi* 
cient  abstract  of  the  title  to  the  said  land ;  and  that,  upon 
payment  of  the  balance  of  the  purchase-money  and  inter- 
est, a  good  and  valid  conveyance  of  the  fee-simple  and  in- 
heritance of  the  said  land,  free  from  incumbrance,  should 
be  made  and  executed  to  the  plaintiffs,  their  heirs  or  as- 
signs, or  as  they  should  direct,  by  the  defendant  and  all 
other  proper  and  necessary  parties,  such  conveyance  to  be 
prepared  by  and  at  the  expense  of  the  plaintiffs:  and  it 
was  further  agreed,  in  and  by  the  said  memorandum  of 
agreement  between  the  parties  thereto,  that  the  costs  of  all 
attested  official  and  other  copies  of,  or  extracts  from,  any 
writings  required  to  accompany  the  title,  should  be  paid 
by  the  plaintiffs;  and  that  all  objections  to,  and  requisi- 
tions in  support  of,  the  title,  not  delivered  in  writing  within 
one  month  after  delivery  of  the  abstract,  should  be  deemed 
to  be  waived,  and  the  non-delivery  of  any  objections  within 
that  time  should  be  an  acceptance  of  the  title:  Provided  al- 
ways, and  it  was  thereby  agreed,  that,  in  case  there  should 
be  any  restrictions  in  the  title  which  should  prevent  the 
plaintiffs  from  building  a  school-house,  and  carrying  on  a 
day-school  on  the  said  land,  the  plaintiffs  should  be  at 
liberty  to  vacate  the  said  contract,  and,  in  that  case,  the 
deposit  should  be  returned  to  them:  and  it  was  thereby 
agreed  between  the  parties  thereto,  that>  in  case  defiMili 
flhould  be  made  in  payment  of  the  balance  of  the  purchase- 
money,  or  the  intercst^thereof,  at  the  times  thereinbefore 
appointed  for  payment  thereof,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the 
defendant)  his  heixa,  executors,  or  administrators^  when* 
ever  and  in  such  manner  as  he  or  they  should  think  fit,  to 
re-enter  and  repossess  the  said  land,  and  all  buildings 
thereon  made  by  the  said  purchasers,  and  to  re-sell  the 
samOy  or  any  part  thereof,  at  such  price  as  he  might  think 
a  fair  vcilue  for  the  same,  and  convey  the  part  or  parte  sold 
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to  the  purchasers  thereof,  his,  her,  or  their  heirs  or  assign^i  1848« 
as  he,  she,  or  they  might  direct;  and  that  all  such  sales  bi.aokbum 
should  be  valid  an^  binding  on  the  plaintiffs  and  theit  %^n, 
heirs  or  assigns;  and  that  the  receipt  or  receipts  of  the 
defendant  should  be  a  sufficient  discharge  for  so  much  of 
the  purchase-money  as  should  be  therein  expressed  to  be  re- 
ceiyed :  and  the  plaintiffs  thereby  agreed,  that  the  defendant 
should  stand  possessed  of  the  said  purchase-monies,  in  trust 
to  pay  off  the  expenses  of  such  sale  or  sales  as  aforesaid,  and 
all  charges  incident  thereto,  and  the  balance  of  the  said 
purchase-mouey  and  interest  theu  due  to  him,  and  to  p&y 
the  surplus  monies,  if  any,  to  the  plaintiffs,  their  execu« 
tors  and  administrators. — ^The  count  then  alleged  mutual 
promises,  and  contained  avermenta  of  the  payment  of  the 
deposit  of  150^.,  of  the  plaintiffs'  readiness  to  perform  their 
part  of  the  agreement,  and  the  lapse  of  a  reasonable  time) 
and  assigned  as  a  breach,  that  the  defendant  did  not  nor 
would  forthwith,  nor  within  such  reasonable  time  as  afore- 
said, although  he  was  then,  and  at  and  within  such  reason- 
able time  as  last  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  September, 
1846,  requested  by  the  plaintiffs  so  to  do,  at  his  own  ex- 
pense, or  otherwise,  fiimish  the  plaintiffs  with  a  fUll  and 
sufficient  abstract  of  the  title  of  him,  the  defendant,  to  the 
said  land;  but  he  the  defendant  then  wholly  neglected 
and  omitted  so  to  do,  and  hath  not  ever  furnished  the 
plaintiffs  with  a  ftiU  or  sufficient  abstract  of  title  as  afore^ 
said-^There  was  ako  a  count  for  money  had  and  reeeived. 

Pleas,-^non-a96umpsit  to  the  whole  declaration ;  and  to 
the  first  count,  that  the  defendant  did  forthwith,  to  wit, 
on  &a,  furnish  the  plaintiffs  with  a  full  and  sufficient  ab« 
stract  of  title.    Upon  which  issues  were  joined. 

At  the  trial,  before  Botfe,  B.,  at  the  Liverpool  Spring 
Assises,  1848,  it  was  proved  that  the  parties  entered  into 
the  agreement,  which  was  dated  the  10th  December,  1844^ 
and  that  the  plaintifib  then  paid  to  the  defendant  the  de« 
posit  of  1501*  Th^  iMd}  which  was  described  in  tho  agre^ 
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1848.  ment  as  situate  on  the  north  side  of  Upper  Queen  Street, 
Blackbubm  Liverpool,  was  a  plot  of  building  land  lying  waste  and 
Smiih  uninclosed;  and  the  plaintiffs  so  far  took  possession  of  it 
as  to  put  up  a  board  containing  a  notice  that  the  land  was 
for  sale,  and  referring  applicants  to  them.  In  February, 
1845,  the  defendant  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs  an  abstract 
of  title  in  two  parts,  one  containing  the  title  of  T.  Webster 
to  some  freehold  and  copyhold  land.  The  title  to  the 
copyhold  was  traced  down  from  1766  to  1816,  when  the 
copyhold  was  enfranchised.  The  abstract  did  not  disclose 
any  title  to  the  freehold  anterior  to  1 816.  Reference  was 
made  to  a  map  or  plan  of  the  land  in  one  of  the  deeds  ab- 
stracted. The  other  part  of  the  abstract  shewed  an  agree- 
ment by  one  Forshaw,  therein  described  as  the  suryiying 
devisee  of  T.  Webster,  to  sell  to  the  defendant  part  of  the 
same  land,  corresponding  with  that  mentioned  in  the  agree- 
ment between  the  plaintiffs  and  defendant  The  abstract 
did  not  disclose  any  evidence  of  the  deaths  of  the  co-trustees 
of  Forshaw.  No  objection,  in  writing  or  otherwise,  was 
made  within  a  month  after  this  abstract  was  delivered. 
In  October,  1845,  Forshaw  died,  having  made  his  will; 
and  it  was  supposed  that  the  legal  estate  was  in  his  de- 
visee. It  appeared,  however,  on  investigation,  that  the 
will  did  not  dispose  of  his  trust  property;  and  some  diffi- 
culty arose  in  tracing  his  heir-at-law.  The  conveyance 
was  in  consequence  delayed;  and  in  January,  1847,  the 
plaintiffs  formally  gave  notice  that  they  rescinded  the 
contract,  and  demanded  back  the  purchase-money.  It 
was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs,  that  the  de- 
fendant had  not  delivered  a  *^  full  and  sufficient''  abstract 
of  title,  and  that  they  were  entitled  to  recover  back  the 
deposit  of  1502^  under  one  or  other  of  the  counts.  On  the 
part  of  the  defendant  it  was  contended,  that  the  plaintiffs 
could  not  rescind  the  contract,  as  they  had  taken  posses- 
sion of  the  land.  The  learned  judge  was  of  opinion,  that 
the  agreement  imported  only  that  the  defendant  should 
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deliver  an  ''  abstract  of  such  title  as  he  had  at  the  tune/'  1B48. 

and  his  lordship  directed  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  re-  blaokbubn 

serving  leave  for  the  plaintiffs  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  si^^ 
for  them. 

BaineSy  in  last  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  ac- 
cordingly ;  against  which 

Crtmpton  shewed  cause  (June  26). — ^First,  the  breach 
alleged  in  the  first  count  is  the  non-delivery  of  a  full  and 
sufficient  abstract  of  title.  That  means  a  Ml  and  suffi- 
cient abstract  at  the  time  of  its  delivery.  This  abstract 
traced  the  title  down  to  Forshaw,  and  it  then  shewed  that 
Forshaw  contracted  with  the  defendant  to  sell  him  part 
of  the  land  corresponding  with  that  mentioned  in  the 
agreement  No  objection  is  made  within  the  month,  and 
the  subsequent  death  of  Forshaw  could  not  render  the 
abstract  imperfect,  if  it  were  sufficient  at  the  time  of  its 
delivery.  \Parkey  B. — ^The  terms,  "  full  and  sufficient  ab- 
stract of  title,''  cannot  mean  '^  a  full  and  sufficient  mar- 
ketdble  title,"  otherwise  there  would  be  no  reason  for  the 
stipulation  requiring  all  objections  to  be  taken  within 
the  month.  PlaU,  B. — ^The  parties  provide,  that,  if  no 
objection  is  made  within  the  month,  the  vendees  are  to 
be  deemed  to  have  accepted  the  title;  that  must  mean 
an  objectionable  title.]  If  the  plaintiff  had  shewn  that 
the  documents  were  not  truly  abstracted,  or  that  they  did 
not  apply  to  the  land  in  question,  or  that  they  were  not 
the  whole  of  the  muniments  in  the  defendant's  posses- 
sion, or  any  similar  defect,  the  case  might  have  been  dif- 
ferent; but  this  agreement  is  satisfied  by  the  delivery  of 
an  abstract  identifying  the  estate,  and  comprising  all  the 
documents  in  the  defendant's  possession,  power,  or  know- 
ledge, with  a  full  histoiy  of  the  births  and  deaths  of  the 
material  parties,  and  other  facts,  so  as  fairly  to  deduce  the 
title. 
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X648,  Secondly.*-<*The  pletintifi^  cannot  recover  on  the  eount 

for  money  had  and  reoeived.  It  is  well  established,  that 
a  deposit  cannot  be  recovered  back  under  that  count,  un- 
less the  contract  has  been  put  an  end  to,  and  the  parties 
placed  in  statu  quo:  Hunt  y.  Silk(a).  Where  the  vendee 
has  taken  possession,  he  must  declare  specially  on  the  con- 
tract. Here  part  of  the  consideration  was,  that  the  plab- 
tiffs  should  have  possession,  and  they  have  enjoyed  some 
of  the  mesne  profits,  for  they  have  had  the  power  of  selling 
or  endeavouring  to  sell  the  land.  It  may  be  difficult  to 
compute  the  value  of  the  plaintiffs'  occupation,  but  mm^- 
Ihinff  must  be  deducted  from  the  amount  of  the  deposit 
[Pi»rhef  E — ^Whether  it  was  of  value  to  the  plaintidb  or 
not»  at  all  events,  the  defendant  has  been  deprived  of  the 
use  of  the  land.] 

Bird  and  Atiierkmy  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^First,  a  "foil 
and  sufficient  abstract "  of  title  must  shew  the  quantity 
and  quality  of  the  estate,  and  in  whom  vested,  tracing  the 
title  for  sixty  years,  so  that  the  purchaser  may  be  able  to 
prepare  the  conveyance;  and,  in  addition,  the  vendor  must 
prove  that  the  abstract  is  true:  Cooper  v.  En^6ry(b)y  Wynm 
V.  OriffUh(c),  This  abstract  shewed  no  title  to  the  free- 
hold land  anterior  to  1816.  [Parjfc^,  B. — TSo  doubt  that  is 
a  defect  in  the  t%il€f  as  disclosed  on  the  abstract,  but  is  it 
one  in  the  abstract?  With  such  a  stipulation  as  this  agree- 
ment contains,  it  is  clearly  unnecessary  to  make  an  unob- 
jectionable title  on  the  face  of  the  abstract)  but  the  ques- 
tion is,  what  is  the  limit  the  other  way? — ^must  the  vendor 
disclose  a  colourable  title  for  sixty  years  f]  He  is  bound 
to  do  so,  in  order  to  comply  with  the  term  ^'sufficient  ab- 
stract" of  title.  [Alderson,  B. — ^A  vendor  must  truly,  fair- 
ly, and  in  all  material  parts  abstract  the  title  which  he 
possesses,  and  must  shew,  by  good  and  sufficient  evidence, 

(a)  5  East,  449.  (h)  1  Ph.  388.  (c)  1  RoBS.  863, 


TEINITY  YAOAMOM,  13  TICT.  ^89 

that  the  abstract  is  true,  and  that  being  true  it  g^yea  a  ISia. 
good  title.  But  all  that  is  necessary  in  the  first  instance, 
in  order  to  make  a  good  and  sufficient  title,  is  to  state 
truly,  and  in  all  material  parts  abstract,  the  title  which 
the  Tender  has.  Bclfey  E — ^The  term  ''  full  and  sufficient 
abstract,"  means  full  and  sufficient  abstract  of  such  title 
as  the  vendor  possesses.]  This  is  not  a  perfect  abstract  of 
the  title  which  it  purports  to  shew,  for  it  does  not  disclose 
in  whom  the  legal  estate  vested  on  the  death  of  Forshaw: 
Wynne  v.  Oriffith(a),  If  the  stipulation  as  to  a  full  and 
sufficient  abstract  had  stood  alone,  it  could  hardly  be  con* 
tended  that  there  was  any  compliance  with  it.  Then,  to 
what  extent  is  the  general  qualification  to  be  restrained 
by  the  subsequent  provisions?  The  Court  will,  if  possible, 
so  construe  the  contract  as  to  give  effect  to  every  part  of 
it  If  the  construction  contended  for  on  the  other  side  is 
to  prevail,  the  subsequent  stipulations  in  the  agreement 
would  be  rendered  nugatory;  for  the  vendor  might  deliver 
an  abstract  alleging  any  sort  of  colourable  title,  and  in  the 
absence  of  objection  within  the  prescribed  period,  the  pur- 
chaser would  be  bound  to  accept  it  [Platty  B. — The  ab* 
stract  may  be  sufficient,  though  the  title  is  defective.  Bci/e, 
R-^uppose  a  title  is  traced  down  to  A.  B.,  and  then  it  is 
shewn  that  A.  R  died  intestate  and  unmarried,  and  that 
the  vendor  took  possession  as  his  illegitimate  son,  that 
would  be  a  bad  title,  but  a  perfectly  good  abstract  If  a 
vendor  fairly  abstracts  the  whole  title  on  which  he  relies, 
how  can  he  do  more?]  A  full  and  sufficient  abstract  of 
title  means  a  perfect  abstract  of  a  marketable  title,  and 
the  non-delivery  of  such  an  abstract  absolved  the  plaintiffs ' 
from  the  obligation  of  making  objections  within  the  stipu<« 
lated  time:  Tcmner  v.  Soutii(b),  [Parke,  B.-^In  that  case 
the  question  was,  whether  the  objections  were  delivered 
within  the  stipulated  period  of  ten  days,  and  that  depended 

(a)  1  Bobs.  283.  (5)  4  Jur,  310, 


Smith. 
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1848.        upon  whether  the  last  day  was  to  be  reckoned  inclnsiTe  or 
Blackbubn    exclusive — ^no  doubt  the  latter.] 

Secondly. — ^The  vendee  had  a  right  to  rescind  the  con- 
tract [ParkCj  R — How  can  he  rescind  when  he  has  had 
possession  of  the  land?  There  can  be  no  rescission  of  the 
contract,  unless  the  parties  can  be  placed  in  statu  quo.] 
The  mere  taking  possession  is  immaterial,  unless  it  ap- 
pears quo  animo  it  is  done.  The  period  for  the  comple- 
tion of  the  purchase  being  a  distant  day,  it  was  arranged 
that  the  plaintiff  should  have  immediate  possession;  but 
the  parties  could  never  have  intended  by  that  to  waive 
their  rights.  In  Hunt  v.  Silk,  the  lessee  continued  in  pos- 
session after  the  expiration  of  the  period  for  the  comple- 
tion of  the  contract. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Pabke,  B. — ^In  this  case  an  action  was  brought  by  the 
plaintiffs,  the  purchasers,  on  a  contract  by  the  defendant 
for  the  sale  of  some  land  near  Liverpool  The  agreement 
stipulated  that  the  plaintiffs  should  have  immediate  pos- 
session, should  pay  part  of  the  purchase-money  down  and 
the  balance  afterwards,  and  that  the  defendant  should  fur- 
nish the  purchasers  with  a  full  and  sufficient  abstract  of 
the  title  to  the  said  land ;  and,  on  payment  of  the  balance 
of  the  purchase-money  and  interest,  a  good  and  valid  con- 
veyance of  the  fee-simple  and  inheritance,  free '  from  in- 
cumbrance, should  be  made  and  executed  to  the  pui^ 
'  chasers  by  the  defendant  and  all  other  proper  and  ne- 
cessary parties,  such  conveyance  to  be  prepared  at  the 
expense  of  the  purchasers ;  and  it  was  agreed  that  all  objec- 
tions to  and  requisitions  in  support  of  the  title,  not  deli- 
vered in  writing  in  a  month  after  the  delivery  of  the 
abstract,  should  be  deemed  to  be  waived,  and  the  non- 
delivery of  objections  in  that  time  should  be  deemed  an 
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acceptance  of  the  title.    The  breach  assigned  in  the  spe- 
cial count  of  the  declaration  was  the  non-delivery  of  a     blackbubn 
full  and  sufficient  abstract,  and  that  allegation  was  tra-       g^^ 
▼ersed.    There  was  also  a  count  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived,  to  which  the  general  issue  was  pleaded. 

It  appeared  on  the  trial,  before  my  brother  Ro^e,  at 
Liverpool,  that  an  abstract  of  the  title  of  the  defendant 
was  delivered  in  due  time,  in  two  parts,  one  containing 
the  title  of  Thomas  Webster  to  some  freehold  land  and 
some  copyhold,  enfranchised  in  1846,  and  another,  con- 
taining an  agreement  by  one  Forshaw,  therein  represented 
as  surviving  devisee  of  Webster,  to  sell  to  Smith,  the  de- 
fendant, part  of  the  same  land,  corresponding  with  that 
mentioned  in  the  agreement  between  the  plaintiffs  and 
defendant  It  was  not  alleged  that  these  abstracts  did  not 
contain  a  statement  of  the  contents  of  all  the  deeds  and 
instruments  in  the  defendant's  custody,  power,  or  know- 
ledge; but  it  was  contended,  notwithstanding,  that  the 
abstract  was  insufficient  My  brother  Rolfe  thought  it 
was  not,  and  directed  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  reserv- 
ing the  point,  which  was  argued  before  us  fully  by  Mr. 
Crompton  and  Mr.  Bird. 

It  was  not  disputed,  that  in  this  agreement  the  terms 
'^  full  and  sufficient  abstract  of  the  title,''  did  not  mean  a 
full  and  sufficient  abstract  of  a  complete  marketable  title, 
for  the  context  shewed  that  the  parties  contemplated  an 
abstract  to  which  objections  might  be  made.  The  de- 
fendant contended,  that,  if  the  abstract  identified  the 
estate,  and  comprised  all  the  documents  he  had  in  his 
possession,  power,  or  knowledge,  and  a  full  history  of  the 
births  and  deaths  of  the  material  parties,  and  other  facts 
to  shew  the  deduction  of  title  to  himself,  or  a  trustee  for 
himself,  it  was  as  full  and  sufficient  as  the  agreement  re- 
quired. 

The  plaintiffs  insisted  that  this  was  not  enough:  that  it 
ought  to  contain  a  reasonably  accurate  description  of  the 

VOL.  II.  P  P  F  EXCH. 
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1848.  property,  and  a  statement  of  a  siaetjf  years'  UUe  to  the 
Blackbubk  freehold,  which  would  in  this  case  include  the  lord's  title 
g^^  to  the  manor  whereof  the  copyholds  were  held;  and  fur- 
ther, that  the  vendor  must  prove  the  statements  to  be 
true,  by  proper  evidence;  which  last  proposition  was  not 
disputed;  but  this  was  said,  and  truly,  to  belong,  not  to 
the  abstract,  but  to  a  subsequent  stage  of  the  investigation 
of  the  title. 

We  think  the  abstract  was  sufficient,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  this  issue,  as  it  must  be  taken  to  have  been  a  fiill 
and  fair  abstract  of  all  the  muniments  which  the  de- 
fendant had  in  his  possession,  power,  or  knowledge,  and  a 
fair  statement  of  the  deduction  of  his  title,  thou^  it  did 
not  go  back  for  sixty  yeara  Whether  an  abstract  ooor 
taining  less  than  what  this  did  would  have  been  sufficient 
under  this  contract,  it  is  unnecessary  to  say. 

The  want  of  an  abstract  of  the  title  to  the  manor  befoie 
1816  would  have  been  a  good  objection,  if  made  within  a 
month,  but  not  having  been  so  made,  it  was  waived.  And 
with  respect  to  the  identity  of  the  land,  we  think  that  the 
abstract  referring  to  a  map  or  plan  in  one  of  the  deeds 
abstracted,  affords  sufficient  means  of  identification.  We 
are  not  aware  that  a  map  or  plan  is  ever  deemed  to  be 
necessary  as  a  part  of  an  abstract  We  are  therefore  of 
opinion  that  the  breach  alleged  was  not  proved,  and  that 
my  brother  Rdf^s  opinion  was  correct 

Further,  we  think,  on  the  principle  of  the  case  oiHwd  ▼. 
SiJky  inasmuch  as  the  plaintiffs  had  the  possession  of  the 
property,  and  the  parties  could  not  be  placed  in  statu  quo, 
the  count  for  money  had  and  received  cannot  be  maintained, 
supposing  that  the  defendant  had  been  guilty  of  a  breach 
of  contract  subsequent  to  the  delivery  of  the  abstract  We 
have  not  now  to  decide  whether  such  a  breach  has  been 
committed.  If  it  was,  the  plaintiff's  remedy  is  on  the 
contract 

Rule  discharged. 


D 
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1848. 

TUBNBFLL  v.  PbLL. 

£BT  for  money  had  and  received,  and  on  an  account  To  debt  for 

erf  A  4- A^  money  had 

^**'*^-  and  received. 

Plea — ^That  the  plaintiff,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  com-  *^'  ^^®  ^9'  , 

*       ^  ...  fendant  plead- 

mencement  of  the  suit,  was  and  still  is  indebted  to  the  de-  ed,  by  way  of 

fendant  in  1492.  14«.  6(2.,  upon  and  by  virtue  of  a  judgment  plaintiff  was 

theretofore  recovered  in  the  Court  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  Sm  kTuw 

before  the  Barons  of  her  Exchequer  at  Westminster,  against  14<.  ed.,  upon 

*  judgment 

the  plaintiff,  in  a  certain  action  wherein  the  now  defend-  recovered  in 

ant  was  plaintiff,  and  the  now  plaintiff  defendant,  as  by  the  Exchequer^ 

record  and  proceedings  thereof  still  remaining  in  the  said  T**^?*®  ^®" 

Court  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  before  the  Barons  of  her  ready  to  verify 

Exchequer  at  Westminster,  more  ftilly  appears,  and  which  and  in  43/.  i2a. 

m 

he  the  defendant  is  ready  to  verify  by  the  record;  and  in  ^nJJ^^d 

43i  12«.  on  a  promissory  note,  made  on  &c.,  by  the  plain-  ^  ^ooz.  for 

tiff,  &c;  and  in  500L  for  work  done  by  the  defendant  for  bour,  money 

the  plaintiff,  and  for  money  lent,  money  paid,  money  had  pUintiff  re- 

and  received,  and  for  the  forbearance  of  money  due  upon  ^^^  ^*  ^? 

'  •'  -T         ^^as  not  nor  is 

an  account  stated;  and  which  said  several  sums  exceed  the  indebted,  by 

reason  that, 

debt  above  demanded  and  damages,  and  out  of  which  said  as  to  149/.  14«. 
monies  the  defendant  hereby  offers  to  set  off  and  allow  not'im^reooid 
to  the  plaintiff  the  full  amount  of  the  said  last-mentioned  °^  ^^  said  re- 

*^  ^  ^  covery,  and 

debt  and  damages. — ^Verification.  that  he  was 

_  iisadv  to  vftnfir 

Replication — ^That  the  plaintiff  was  not  nor  is  indebted  to  ^hen,  wheie, 
the  defendant  in  manner  and  form  as  alleged,  by  reason  J^^r*^\he 
that,  as  to  certain  part  of  the  said  supposed  debts  in  the  Court  should 

•^  **  .  appoint;  and 

plea  mentioned,  to  wit,  1492.  14&  6d,  there  is  not  any  by  reason  that, 
record  of  the  said  recovery  in  manner  and  form  as  alleged ;  Xue  other^m 
and  this  the  defendant  is  ready  to  verify,  when,  where,  ^^\^^  JJ™ 
and  in  such  manner  as  the  Court  here  shall  appoint;  and  M.,  the  phun- 
by  reason  that,  as  to  the  residue  of  the  said  debts  other  indebted  to 
than  the  said  sum  of  1492.  14a  6(2.,  the  plaintiff  was  not  tldu^t^' 

the  oountiy: — 
SembU,  that  the  plea  and  replication  were  both  bad. 

F  F  P  2 
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nor  is  indebted  to  the  defendant  in  respect  of  the  ssad 
residue  or  any  part  thereof,  in  manner  and  form  as  al- 
ready alleged;  concluding  to  the  country. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes  (amongst  others), 
that  the  plaintiff  by  his  replication  refers  matter  to  the 
Court  to  be  tried  by  the  record,  which  ought  to  be  tried 
by  the  country;  that  the  replication,  being  entire  and  in- 
divisible, contains  a  verification  by  the  record,  and  also  a 
prayer  that  the  matter  thereof  may  be  inquired  of  by  the 
country,  so  that  the  defendant  cannot  take  any  one  smgle 
and  certain  issue  thereupon;  and  that  the  replication  con- 
tains two  separate  and  distinct  answers  and  replications  to 
the  said  plea.    Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Barstow  argued  in  support  of  the  demurrer  (June  9)— - 
The  chief  objection  to  the  replication  is,  that  by  dividing 
the  subject-matter  of  the  plea,  and  making  two  modes  of 
trial,  it  places  the  defendant  under  di£Bculty  in  accepting 
any  issue.  With  regard  to  the  first  portion  of  the  plea,  if 
the  plaintiff  rested  his  case  upon  the  circumstance  of  there 
being  no  such  record,  he  might  have  prevented  the  plea  from 
being  received.  In  a  note  to  the  case  of  Pitt  v.  Knight  (o) 
it  is  said,  ^'If  a  record  of  the  same  count  be  pleaded,  formerly 
the  plaintiff  might  pray  oyer  of  the  record,  and  if  it  were 
not  given  him  the  next  day,  the  Court  would  reject  the  plea: 
Theobald  v.  Long  (b),  Creamer  v.  Wickett  (c),  Hunter  v. 
Wiseman^d),  But  now,  since  the  practice  has  been  to  re- 
fuse oyer  of  records,  it  is  questionable  whether  this  method 
can  any  longer  be  enforced;  and  therefore,  at  present  the 
way  is  to  demand  a  note  in  writing  of  the  term  and  num- 
ber of  the  roll  whereon  the  judgment  or  other  matter  of 
record  so  pleaded  is  entered  and  filed,  and  if  the  defendant's 


(a)  1  Wins.  Saund.  92  a.  {e)  Garih.  517. 

\h)  Carih.  453;  1  Ld.  Baym.  347.  {d)  2  Str.  823. 


TBINITT  VACATION,    12  VICT.  795 

attorney  neglects  or  refuses  to  give  the  same  to  the  plain-  1848. 
tiff's  attorney,  such  plea  is  not  to  be  received."  A  plea  of 
set-off  by  reason  of  a  judgment  is  not  proved  by  the  pro- 
duction of  the  record,  but  the  defendant  must  also  shew 
the  identity  of  the  parties,  and  that  the  debt  remains 
unsatisfied.  [Alderson,  B. — ^The  jury  have  to  try  whether 
the  one  debt  is  greater  than  the  other;  how  can  that  be 
known  until  there  is  a  finding  on  the  issue  of  nul  tiel  re- 
cord?] The  plaintiff  might  have  replied  ''nunquam  inde- 
bitatus," concluding  to  the  country,  for  that  is  the  proper 
conclusion  where  matter  of  law  is  mixed  with  matter  of 
fact  Briscoe  v.  HiU  (a),  and  Fairthorne  v.  Donald  (b)  are 
authorities  to  shew  that  this  replication  is  bad.  [Alder- 
son^  R — ^The  plaintiff  in  effect  says,  that  he  is  not  indebted, 
and  he  accepts  the  mode  of  proof  which  the  defendant 
offers.  The  difficulty  is  of  your  own  seeking.  I  agree  that 
the  second  issue  raised  by  the  replication  is  an  immaterial 
issue,  for  it  would  only  determine  whether  the  debt  was 
due,  not  whether  it  exceeded  the  other  debt  Suppose  the 
defendant  proved  on  the  second  issue  20L,  and  the  plain- 
tiff proved  1501, — which  way  is  the  verdict  to  be  entered? 
It  would  be  desirable  that  the  replication  should  be  amend- 
ed, so  as  to  leave  no  doubt  as  to  the  entry  of  the  verdict] 

The  case  then  stood  over  for  further  argument,  but  in 
the  mean  time  the  parties  consented  to  make  the  following 
amendments: — The  defendant  pleaded,  secondly,  as  to 
1^91 145.  6d,  parcel  of  the  monies  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, a  judgment  recovered  for  that  amount,  concluding 
with  a  verification  by  the  record,  and  an  averment  that 
the  sum  equalled  the  sum  of  149Z.  14«.  6d  in  the  declara- 
tion mentioned.  He  then  pleaded,  thirdly,  to  the  damages 
for  the  detention  of  the  said  149t  14&  6d.,  and  to  the  re- 
sidue of  the  declaration,  the  remaining  matters  stated  in 

{a)  10  M.  &  W.  736.  (b)  13  M.  4r  W.  424. 
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1848.  the  plea  of  set-off,  concluding  with  a  yerification.  The 
plaintiff  replied  to  the  second  plea,  nul  tiel  record,  with  a 
yerification  by  the  record,  when,  where,  and  in  such  man- 
ner as  the  Court  should  appoint;  and  to  the  third  plea,  nil 

debet 

Amendment  accordingly. 


MEMORANDUM. 

xN  this  Vacation  (July  14)  Arnold  WaUtnger,  of  the  Mid- 
dle.Temple,  Esq.,  was  called  to  the  degree  of  the  coif,  and 
gaye  rings  with  the  motto  "  Quid  qwandoque  deceaL" 
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IN    THE    EXCHEQUER    CHAMBER. 

{In  Error  fr(ym  the  Court  of  Exchequer,) 

Dob  d.  William  Bubton  v.  John  White  and  Others.  June  22. 

XN  this  case  a  writ  of  error  was  brought  upon  the  judg-  ifM,  in  tlM 

ment  of  the  Court  below  (a),  which  was  argued  this  day  (6).    cSmte*  af- 
firming tbe 
Hodgsoriy  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  pursued  a  similar  line  judgment  of  Ae 

of  argument,  and  relied  upon  the  same  authorities,  as  to  the  quer,thatthongh 

first  point  argued  below:  the  second  point  he  abandoned,     tate,"  in  the 

opentiTe  port 

Phipson,  who  appeared  to  argue  for  the  defendant  in  ^^^^^^'^ 
error,  was  not  called  upon.  coipns  of  the 

property  but 

Pattbson,  J. — ^We  all  agree  that  the  judgment  of  the  ^^^^^ 
Court  below  ought  to  be  affirmed,  and  for  the  same  rea-  "^*hJIji^ 
son,  namely,  that  the  words  '^  estates  and  properties"  do  the  context,  yet, 

where  the  word 

not  occur  in  the  operative  part  of  the  devise,  but  only  in  is  not  used  in 
the  subsequent  part  of  it.     It  is  argued,  that  those  words  cUwim^^Sd 
are  to  have  effect  as  shewing  that  the  previous  words  in-  ?*1^*!!^?*^^* 
tended  something  more.     But  there  is  no  case  where  such  into  another 
effect  has  been  given  to  the  word  "  estate  "  in  the  subse-  ^^^ring  to  it, 
quent  part  of  a  wilL    In  the  cases  cited,  it  was  attempted  J^t bewMttrod 
to  cut  down  the  effect  of  that  word  in  the  former  part  of  "*»▼>»»  ^^ , 

,     '^  effect  of  extend- 

the  will,  and  then  to  argue  that,  as  the  testator  did  not  in-  ing  the  meaning 
tend  the  word  "estate"  to  operate  in  the  former  part  of  'J^,Z^ 
the  devise  as  passing  the  fee,  it  ought  not  so  to  operate  in  P"^J'  ■'***^ 
the  latter;  but  the  Courts  decided  otherwise.     Here  it  is 
intended  to  enlarge  the  operation  of  the  previous  words, 
which  only  give  a  life  estate,  and  for  that  there  is  no  au- 
thority. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

(a)  1  Ezch.  526.  J.,  CoUman,  J.,  Mavky  J.,  Wight- 

(b)  Bef on PaUeson,  J.,  CoUridge,      many  J.,  CresatoeR,  J.,  and  Erie,  J. 
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1848. 

•^^ne  6.  Williams  v.  James. 

itwilLt  Assumpsit  by  the  defendant  in  error  (the  plaintiff  be- 
jMxeptor  of  a      low),  as  indorsee,  against  the  plaintiff  in  error  (the  defend- 

bill  of  exchange 

for  looL  ant  below),  as  acceptor,  of  a  bill  of  exchange  for  1001  drawn 

after  Ae  laid      ^7  Philip  Watkins  and  another  person. 

bin  ^exchange       plea,  that,  after  the  said  bill  of  exchange  had  become 

had  become  due  ^ 

and  payable,  W.  due  and  payable,  the  said  Philip  Watkins  delivered  to  the 
diawen)  de-  plaintiff,  at  his  request,  divers  bills  of  exchange  for  the 
^'•.fL  Pay°»««t  of  certain  sums  of  money  therein  respectively 
request,  certain   mentioned,  and  amounting  in  the  whole  to  more  than  the 

bill*  of  ex-  ,  '  ° 

change  for  the  Said  sum  of  1 001,  and  to  a  large  and  sufficient  sum  of  money, 

Suos^ op^  to  wit,  the  sum  of  380Z.,  for  and  on  account  of,  amongst 

menSiSrmd  ^^^^^  things,  the  said  sum  of  money  specified  in  the  said 

amoonting  in  bill  of  exchange  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  all  da- 

the  whole  to  ... 

more  than  the  mages,  &c.;  which  said  bills  of  exchange  the  plaintiff  then 

loo/.j'ttd  to  a  *o^^  ^^d  received  from  the  said  Philip  Watkins  for  and  on 

drat  ram  «f*  account  of,  amongst  other  things,  the  said  sum  of  money 

monej,  to  wit,  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  the  damaires  sustained 

880t,  forand  •        .      .      .  t  . 

on  account  o^  by  the  plaintiff  in  respect  thereof;  and  that  the  said  several 

Si^the  ram  ^^  of  exchange  were  respectively  paid  and  satisfied  before 

wS^bm  of  ^  ^^®  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  when  they  respec- 

change  in  the  tivcly  became  due  and  payabla 

decbffation 

mentioned,  and  Replication,  that  the  said  bills  of  exchange  were  not  paid 
&c-  wU^aaid  *^^  satisfied  modo  et  forma,  on  which  issue  was  joined; 
bmsofexi^ange  and  at  the  trial  the  defendant  below  obtained  a  verdict 

the  plaintiff 

took  and  re-  The  plaintiff  bclow  subsequently  obtained  a  rule  to  shew 

for  and  on  ao-  cause  why  judgment  should  not  be  entered  for  him,  not- 

Mo^t  other  withstanding  the  verdict,  for  the  insufficiency  of  the  plea; 

things,  the  said  which  rule  was  made  absolute  in  Hilary  Vacation,  184-5  (a), 

■um  of  money  ^  '  \  /' 

in  the  declara- 
tion mentioned,  and  all  damages,  &c;  and  that  the  aaid  bills  of  exchange  were  paid  and  satiafied 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  when  they  became  due.    Replication,  that  they  were  not 

Skid  and  satisfied  modo  et  formft.     Verdict  for  the  defendant  on  this  issrae : — Hdd,  on  error  in  the 
xchequer  Chamber,  (affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer),  that  the  plea  was  bad  in 
rabstance,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judgment  non  obstante  vernlicto. 

(a)  13  M.  &  W.  828. 
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and  judgment  was  accordingly  entered  up  in  the  Court  of      ^  1848. 
Exchequer  for  the  plaintiff  below.     Upon  this  judgment 
the  defendant  below  brought  a  writ  of  error  into  this  Court, 
which  was  argued  in  Michaelmas  Vacation,  1846  (Dec. 
27(a)),  by 

Martin  (with  whom  was  Benson),  for  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
and  by  ChiUon  (with  whom  was  Damson),  for  the  defendant 
in  error. — ^The  arguments  were  substantially  the  same  as 
those  ^advanced  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer.  Besides  the 
authorities  there  cited,  Chamberlayn  v.  Delarive(b);  Story 
on  Bills,  p.  2,  pL  2  and  3 ;  and  Kent's  Commentaries,  p.  75, 
pL  60,  were  referred  to. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

WiLDB,  C.  J. — After  stating  the  pleadings,  his  Lordship 
said : — It  was  contended,  on  the  argument  before  us,  that 
the  plea  was  substantially  a  plea  of  payment,  or  was  a  good 
plea,  as  shewing  that  the  debt  and  damages  were  satis^ 
fied.  We  think  this  is  not  so.  The  bills  delivered  by 
Philip  Watkins  to  the  plaintiff  do  not  appear  to  have  been 
indorsed  to  the  plaintiff,  nor  to  have  been  paid;  nor  does- 
it  in  any  way  appear  by  the  plea,  that  the  plaintiff  derived 
any  benefit  under  them.  For  anything  that  appears  by  the 
plea,  they  m^ht  have  been  paid  and  satisfied  before  they 
were  delivered  to  the  plaintiff.  We  therefore  agree  with 
the  Court  below,  that  the  plea  is  bad  in  substance,  and  the 
judgment  consequently  will  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmedi. 

(a)  Before  Wilde,  C.  J.,  Cole-      Wightman,  J.,  and  Erie,  J^ 
ridge,  J.,  CoUman,  J.,  Maule,  J.,  {b)  2  Wils.  353.. 
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JwM  6. 


Waikxak  V.  The  Eabl  of  Rossk 

xN  pursuance  of  the  power  reserved  to  the  parties  by 
the  special  case  stated  in  this  cause  (a),  it  was,  after  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  for  the  plaintiff  be- 


Certain  waste 
lands  in  the 
manor  of  Ship- 
ley, to  the  soil 
of  which,  and  .  -i         i  ^    • 

eyerything  con-  low  thercou,  taken  down  to  trial  and  turned  into  a  spe- 
soii,  the  loxd  of  <5ial  verdict,  upon  which  a  writ  of  error  was  brought  into 
^tiSS***^  this  Court  The  case  was  argued  in  Hilary  Vacation 
by  an  indosure  1847,  (February  7),  by 

Act,  55  Qeo.  8, 
c.  xviii,  (which 
recited  the 
lord's  title), 
taken  away 
from  the  lord 
and  allotted  to 
commoners, 
except  as  saved 
by  the  32nd 
cUnSe.     That 
clause  reserved 
to  the  lord 
all  mines  and 
minerals,  of 
what  nature  or 
kind  soever, 
lying  and  being 
within  or  under 
the  said  com- 
mons and  waste 
grounds,  in  as 

rail,  ample,  and  beneficial  a  manner,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  as  he  could  or  mjght  have  held  sad 
enjoyed  the  same  in  case  the  said  act  had  not  been  made;  and  enacted,  that  he  sluDuId  and  mjght  st 
all  times  thereafter  have,  hold,  win,  woik,  and  enjoy  exclusively  all  mines  and  minerals,  of  what  natoR 
or  kind  soever,  within  and  under  the  said  commons  and  waste  grounds,  with  fuU  liberty  of  digging 
sinking,  searching  for,  winning,  and  working  the  said  mines  and  minerals,  and  carrying  away  the  lead 
ore,  lead,  coals,  iron-stone  and  fossils,  to  be  gotten  thereout :  provided  that  the  lord,  in  the  sesicfaing 
for  and  working  the  said  mines  and  minerals,  should  keep  the  first  layer  or  stratum  of  earth  sepsrste 
and  apart  by  itself,  without  mixing  the  same  with  the  lower  strata.  The  SSrd  section  provided  fat 
reimbursement  to  the  owners  of  aUotments,  for  injury  done  by  searching  for  or  working  the  mines  and 
minerals : — Hdd,  on  error  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  (affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer), that  Ihe  reservation  clause  must  be  construed  with  refiuenoe  to  the  title  of  the  lord  to  tbe 
whole  of  the  soil;  and,  inasmuch  as  the  object  of  the  act  was  to  give  to  the  commoners  the  snrfiMe  fior 
cultivation,  and  leave  in  the  lord  what  it  did  not  take  away  for  that  purpose,  the  wovd  "  mineRdi" 
must  be  understood,  not  in  its  general  sense,  signifying  substances  containing  metals,  but  in  it*  pro- 
per sense,  as  including  all  fossil  bodies  or  matters  dug  out  of  mines,  that  is,  quarries  or  plaoes  where 
anything  is  dug;  and  this  notwithstanding  the  provision  in  the  Utter  part  of  the  danse,  aothoriaing 
the  orrying  away  the  "  lead  ore,  lead,  cool,  iron-stone,  and  fossils,'*  as  fossils  may  apply  to  ttooei 
duff  in  quarries :  therefore,  that  the  clause  reserved  to  the  lord  the  right  to  the  stratum  of  stone  ia  the 
inclosed  lands. 

(a)  See  Earl  of  Ro99e  ▼.  Wain- 
man,  14  M.  «fe  W.  859—^73,  where 
the  special  case  is  fully  stated. 

{h)  Lord  Dmman,  0.  J.,  WUde, 


Cowling  (with  whom  was  Addison),  for  the  plaintiff  in 
error  (the  defendant  below) ;  and  by  Knowles  (with  whom 
was  Hugh  HiU),  for  the  defendant  in  error  (the  plaintiff 
below).  The  Court  (6)  took  time  to  consider,  and  their 
judgment  was  now  pronounced  by 

WiLDB,  C.  J. — This  Court  has  fully  considered  the  case 

of  Wainman  v.  The  Earl  of  Roaae,  which  is  certainly  one 

attended  with  considerable  difficulty;  but  the  result  of  the 

consideration  of  the  Court  is,  that  the  judgment  below 

must  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


C.  J.y  PaUeatyn,  J.,  CoUrid^  J-y 
Maule,  J.,  CreBtweUy  J.,  and  WQr 
liamiy  J. 


Ti 
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184S. 

The  Earl  of  Lindsby  v.  Capper  and  Others.  ^      __ 

HE  plaintiff  having  brought  a  writ  of  error  on  the  Toadedantion 

judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  this  case  (a),  it  oiade  between 

was  argued  (6)  (June  21)  by  Hvmphry  for  the  plaiptiff  in  ^*  t^^^ 

error,  and  by  Sir  F,  Kelly  for  the  defendants  in  error,  prorisionai  di- 

,  recton  of  ft  pro- 

The  arguments,  which  turned  entirely  upon  the  construe-  jected  Railway 
tion  of  the  deed,  are  omitted.  iSe  ^ect 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by  J^wuJlf*' 


plaintiff  was 
owner  c^  cer- 
tain lands 


Patteson,  J. — The  deed  in  this  case  provides  for  three 
possible  events — first,  the  passing  of  the  bill  of  The  Direct  through  which 

_       _  ,  ...  that  railway 

Northern  Railway  Company  within  six  months;  secondly,  and  another, 

the  passing  of  the  bill  of  The  Great  Northern  Railway  Com-  Great  Northern 

pany  within  eighteen  months;  thirdly,  the  amalgamation  v®"  intended 

of  the  Companies,  and  the  passing  of  a  bill  of  the  amal-  that  the  plain- 

gamated  Companies,  without  specifying  any  limit  as  to  port  the  former 

time.     In  the  first  event,  a  large  sum  of  money  is  to  be  j^tter^lmTit** 

paid  by  the  defendants,  and  many  covenants  are   intro-  ^^  covenantr 

*^  ^  \  J     ^  ed,  that,  if  The 

duced  as  to  stations,  bridges,  and  various  other  matters.       Direct  North- 

t      r\  1  .1  />  •     ^     1  •  1    em's  bill  should 

in  the  second  event,  a  large  sum  of  money  is  to  be  paid  p^gg  before  six 

months  firom 
the  date  of  the  deed,  the  Company  should  pay  the  plaintiff  certain  large  sums  of  money,  in  certain 
specified  cases,  for  Uie  injury  done  to  and  for  the  purchase  of  his  land;  Uiat  if  the  Great  Northern's 
toll  should  pass  within  eighteen  months  from  the  same  date,  The  Direct  Northern  was  to  pay  the 
plaintiff,  within  three  months  after  that  event,  certain  sums  of  money,  in  certain  specified  cases,  for 
compensation,  &c. :  provided  that,  if  no  act  authorising  The  Direct  Northern  to  make  their  line 
shonld  be  passed  within  six  months  from  the  date  of  the  indenture,  either  party  might  put  an  end  to 
the  agreement  by  giving  notice  in  writing;  and  that,  after  the  giving  of  such  notice,  the  agreement, 
and  eTerything  contained  in  it,  should  be  absolutely  null  and  void,  except  the  proviso  and  a  covenant 
as  to  certain  costs  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff;  and  Uutly,  that  if  the  Companies  should  be  amalga- 
mated, then,  three  months  after  such  event,  the  amalgamated  Companies  should  pay  certain  sums 
of  money,  in  certain  events :  one  of  these  being,  the  sum  of  60002.  if  the  line  followed  the  course  of 
the  Direct  line  without  a  branch  to  Stamford;  and  that  in  such  case  all  the  covenants  applicable  were 
to  be  performed  by  the  amalgamated  Companies.  The  declaration,  after  alleging  that  tne  Companies 
were  amalgamated,  that  the  line  took  the  course  of  the  Direct  Northern  without  a  branch  to  Stam- 
ford, and  that  the  period  of  three  months  had  elapsed,  concluded  with  laying  as  a  breach  the  non- 
pa3niient  of  the  6000^  The  defendants  pleaded,  that  no  Act  of  Parliament  authorising  The  Direct 
Northern  to  make  their  intended  line  was  passed  within  six  calendar  months ;  and  that  the  defend- 
ants gave  the  plaintiff  notice  that  they  were  desirous  to  put  an  end  to  the  agreement ;  that  no  part 
of  the  line  had  passed  through  plaintiff's  estate,  and  that  it  had  not  been  injured  under  the  act : — Held, 
on  error  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  (reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Bxcheqner),  that  the 
^ea  was  bad  in  substance,  and  afforded  no  answer  to  the  action. 

(a)  1  Bxch.  579,  whexe  the  ma-     rid^e^  J.,  Ccliman^  J.,  Maide^  J., 
ierial  parts  of  the  deed  are  set  out.      WifflUfnan,  J.,  CrenweU^  J.,  and 
(6)  Before  PaUemmy  J.,   CoU-     ErUy  J. 
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1848.  by  the  defendants,  and  the  plaintiff  is  to  hand  oyer  to 
them  all  sums  which  he  may  receive  hj  way  of  compen- 
sation from  The  Great  Northern  Railway  Company;  but 
none  of  the  covenants  as  to  stations,  &c.  can  apply. 

A  proviso,  however,  is  introduced,  giving  power  to  either 
party,  if  no  act  of  Parliament  authorising  The  Direct 
Northern  Company  to  form  the  (by  which  we  understand 
their)  intended  railway  is  passed  within  six  months,  to 
determine  and  put  an  end  to  the  deed,  except  as  regards 
the  payment,  by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff,  of  all  costs 
which  he  may  have  incurred.  Neither  of  these  events  has 
happened. 

The  clause  which  applies  to  the  third  contemplated  event 
follows  immediately  upon  this  proviso,  and  directs  in  sub- 
stance, that,  within  three  months  after  the  passing  of  the 
bill  of  the  amalgamated  Companies,  the  defendants  shall 
pay  to  the  plaintiff  certain  sums  of  money  (more  or  less,  as 
the  case  may  be) ;  and  that  all  covenants  and  agreements 
of  the  defendants,  so  far  as  the  same  shall  be  applicable, 
shall  be  observed  by  the  amalgamated  Companies.  This 
event  has  happened,  and  the  action  is  brought  for  the 
money  covenanted  to  be  paid  three  months  after  its  hap- 
pening. 

The  plea  states,  that  the  first-contemplated  event  has 
not  happened,  and  that  the  deed  has  been  determined  and 
put  an  end  to  by  the  defendants  under  the  terms  of  the 
proviso.  Doubtless,  if  that  proviso  extends  to  the  whole 
deed,  and  is  to  be  taken  simply  as  it  stands  by  itself,  the 
plea  is  an  answer  to  the  action. 

But  the  question  is,  whether  the  amalgamation  clause, 
following  immediately  after  the  proviso,  is  not  to  be  taken 
as  a  part  of  and  a  qualification  of  that  proviso.  We  are 
of  opinion,  that,  by  the  true  construction  of  the  deed,  it  is 
to  be  so  taken;  that  the  amalgamation  clause  embodies  the 
proviso;  that  they  are  to  be  read  together;  and  that,  being 
so  read,  the  true  effect  and  meaning  is,  that,  if  no  bill  to 
which  the  defendants  are  parties  shall  be  passed  within 
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six  months,  notice  may  be  given  by  either  the  plaintiff  or      ^  1848. 
the  defendants,  to  determine  and  put  an  end  to  the  deed; 
but  that,  if  any  such  bill  do  pass  within  six  months  (as  in 
truth  it  has),  the  covenants  in  the  amalgamation  clause  are 
to  stand  good  and  be  observed. 

If  this  be  the  true  construction  of  the  deed,  it  is  plain 
that  the  plea,  which  negatives  only  the  first^ontemplated 
events  and  not  the  third,  cannot  be  any  answer  to  this 
action,  which  ia  founded  on  the  happening  of  that  third 
event 

We  are  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 

to  recover  the  6000Z.  claimed;  and  that  the  judgment  of 

the  Court  below  must  be  reversed,  and  judgment  entered 

for  the  plaintiff. 

Judgment  reversed. 


T 


1847. 
Dee.  1^2. 

JoNBS  V,  Chapman  and  Others  (a).  1849. 

June  18. 

RESPASS.— The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated.  Under  the 

that  the  defendants,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  with  force  and  arms  dantion  in 

broke  and  entered  a  certain  dwelling-house  of  the  plaintiff,  fr^'Sat  ttie 

in  the  county  of  Denbigh,  and  there  forced  and  broke  open  ^<^  ">  .^« 

declaration 

and  damaged  the  outer  door  thereof,  &c.    There  was  a  se-  mentioned  was 
cond  count  for  another  similar  trespass  on  a  different  day.  time  when 
The  defendants  pleaded,  first,  not  guilty;  secondly,  to  the  J^^'*5Sntiff  ^ 
first  count,  that  the  said  dwelling-house  in  that  count  the  defendant 
mentioned  was  not,  at  the  said  time  when  &c.,  the  dwell-  lawfiil  right  to 
ing-house  of  the  plaintiff  modo  et  form&.     The  third  plea,  of  tt^doee^^ 
to  the  second  count,  was  a  similar  traverse.     Upon  these  «therinhim- 

,   ,         \  aelf  orm  some 

pleas  the  plaintiff  joined  issue.     There  were  also  pleas  to  other  penon 

under  whose 

both  counts,  that  the  dwelling-house  in  the  declaration  authority  he 

claims  to  have 
acted.     So 

hM  on  error  in  the  Elzchequer  Chamber,  per  Wilde,  0.  J.,  CoUman,  J,,  Maule,  J.,  Erie,  J,, 

and  WUUeuM,  J. :  di«entientibu8  Colerid^,  J.,  and  Wiffhiman,  J. 

(a)  This  case  is  inserted  here  on  account  of  its  importance. 
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1848.  mentioned  was  the  dwelling-house  and  freehold  of  one  Har- 
riett Myddelton;  to  which  there  were  replications  of  a  de- 
mise by  her  to  the  plaintiff  from  year  to  year,  and  rejoin- 
ders thereto  of  a  determination  of  the  tenancy  by  notice 
to  quit,  before  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  alleged 
trespasses:  and  issues  were  taken  upon  these  rejoinderB. 

At  the  trial  of  the  cause,  before  Pwrke,  R,  at  the  Sum- 
mer Assizes  for  the  county  of  Denbigh,  in  1845,  the  plain- 
tiff launched  his  case  by  proving  that  he  had  been  in  ac- 
tual possession  of,  and  had  resided  in,  the  house  in  question 
for  about  ten  years  before  and  up  to  the  time  of  the  al- 
leged trespasses.  The  defendants  then  proved  that  the  house 
was  the  freehold  of  Harriett  Myddelton;  that  the  plaintiff 
had  occupied  it  as  her  tenant  from  year  to  year;  that  the 
tenancy  had  been  properly  determined  before  the  time  of 
the  trespasses;  and  that  the  defendants  had  entered  as  her 
servants  and  by  her  authority  and  command.  Upon  this  evi- 
dence the  learned  judge  was  of  opinion  that  the  defendants 
were  entitled  to  a  verdict,  not  only  upon  the  issues  raised 
on  the  pleas  of  liberum  tenementum,  but  also  upon  those 
raised  by  the  second  and  third  pleas;  and  he  directed  the 
jury,  that,  upon  those  issues,  the  proper  question  for  their 
consideration  was,  whether,  at  the  times  of  the  committing 
of  the  alleged  trespasses,  the  plaintiff  was  lawfully  in  pos- 
session of  the  said  dwelling-houses,  as  against  Miss  Myddel- 
ton; and  that,  if  the  defendants  had  by  their  evidence  sa- 
tisfied them,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  trespasses,  the  said 
Harriett  Myddelton  was  lawfully  entitled  to  the  possession, 
and  that  the  defendants,  as  her  servants,  and  by  her  au- 
thority and  command,  then  committed  the  trespasses,  in 
such  case  the  second  and  third  issues  ought  to  be  found 
for  the  defendants.     To  this  ruling  the  plaintiff's  coun- 
sel tendered  a  bill  of  exceptions.     The  defendants  had 
a  verdict  upon  those  issues,  upon  which  judgment  was 
signed  in  the  Court  below;  and  the  plaintiff  thereupon 
brought  a  writ  of  error.    The  grounds  of  error  relied  on  by 
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the  plaintiff  (after  setting  out  the  above  direction,  and  al-  ^  1848. 
l^ng  the  same  to  be  a  misdirection  in  point  of  law),  stated 
that  the  learned  judge  ought  to  have  directed  the  jury,  that, 
upon  the  evidence  so  given  as  aforesaid,  the  said  issues 
ought  to  be  found  for  the  plaintiff  if  the  jury  were  satis- 
fied thereby  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  several  times  when 
&c,  was  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  said  dwelling-house 
in  which  Sue 

The  case  was  argued  (a)  on  the  1st  and  2nd  of  Decem- 
ber, 1847,  by 

Wdsby,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. — This  bill  of  exceptions 
raises  the  question  with  respect  to  which  there  has  existed 
a  difference  of  opinion  between  the  Courts  of  Queen's  Bench 
and  Exchequer — ^the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  being  of  opin- 
ion that,  in  an  action  of  trespass  quare  clausum  fregit,  upon 
the  issue  raised  by  the  plea  that  the  close  is  not  the  plain- 
tiff's dose,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  succeed,  if  he  proves 
actual  possession  only;  and  that  the  defendant  cannot, 
under  that  plea,  dispute  the  plaintiff's  title  by  setting  up 
title  in  himself  or  in  a  third  person,  and  justify  the  alleged 
trespass  by  shewing  that  it  was  done  by  such  third  person's 
authority  and  command.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  is  of  opinion  that  the  question  of  title  is  fully 
open  to  the  defendant  under  this  plea.  The  first  case 
which  gave  rise  to  the  expression  of  a  difference  of  opinion 
is  that  otPumdl  v.  Towng(b)y  where  Parke,  R,  in  a  con- 
sidered judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  says,  "If  there 
had  been  nothing  but  the  general  issue  and  licence  plead- 
ed, and  the  case  had  occurred  before  the  New  Rules,  the 
judge  might  have  so  certified;  unless  it  had  appeared  on 
the  evidence  on  the  general  issue  on  the  trial,  that  the  title 


(a)  Before  Wilde,  C.  J.,  Ode-      liams,  J. 
rid^y  J.,  Ooltman,  J.,  Maide,  J.,  {b)  3  M.  ^  W.  288. 

Wightman,  J.,  Erie,  J.,  and  Wil- 
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1847.^  had  come  in  question,  which  might  have  been  the  case  on 
that  plea  (independently  of  any  statutory  provision);  be- 
cause it  was  a  denial  that  the  defendant  had  trespassed  on 
the  plaintiff's  close,  and  put  in  issue  the  fact  that  it  was  his 
dosey  as  well  as  the  £a.ct  that  the  defendant  had  entered 
upon  it  Of  that  title,  possession  would  be  primi  facie 
evidence  against  all,  and  it  would  constUute  a  good  tiUs 
against  a  wrong  doer,  and  none  against  the  person  lawfully 
entitled  to  the  possession,  who,  though  the  plaintiff  had  the 
actual  possession,  might  have  shewn  that  he  (the  defendant) 
was  lawfully  entitled  to  it''  His  Lordship  shortly  after- 
wards proceeds : — ''  But  the  plea  denying  the  dose  to  he  ike 
plaintiff* s,  since  the  New  Rules,  is  a  denial  of  the  plaintiffs 
title  to  the  dose,  to  the  same  extent  that  he  would  have  been 
obliged  to  prove  it  before  under  the  general  issue;  that  is, 
it  is  a  denial  of  possession,  if  the  defendant  was  a  wrong 
doer;  if  otherwise,  of  the  right  to  the  possession:  but,  in 
either  supposition,  it  is  necessarily  a  denial  of  title;  for, 
even  in  the  former  case,  possession  is  title  against  a  wrong 
doer;  and  therefore  the  plea  raises  a  question  of  title  in  the 
action,  and  prevents  the  judge  from  certifying/'  Next  fol- 
lowed the  case  of  Whittington  v.  BoxaU(a),  which  is  a  di- 
rect decision  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  upon  this  point 
That  was  an  action  of  trespass  quare  dausum  fregit,to  which 
the  defendant  pleaded,  that  the  dose  was  not  die  plaintiff's 
property ;  and  it  was  held  that,  under  this  plea^  the  defend- 
ant could  not  give  evidence  of  title  in  himself,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  established  his  case  by  proving  possession  merely. 
On  that  occasion  the  present  question  was  fuUy  considered. 
Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  says,  "  The  counsel  for  the  defend- 
ant, upon  the  argument  of  the  case,  relied  veiy  much  upon 
an  expression  which  fell  from  Mr.  BaronFarke  in  pronounc- 
ing the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  the  case  of 
JPumeU  V.  Totmg,  and  which  certainly  is  at  variance  with 

(a)  6  Q.  B.  13SL 
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our  view  of  the  case."  And  again,  "  This  dictum  in  Par-  ^  1847. 
nell  V.  Yaimg  is  that  from  which  we  dissent,  concurring 
fully  with  the  decision  of  that  case."  In  the  case  of  Har- 
rison V.  Dixon  (a),  which  followed  very  shortly  after  this 
decision  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  Parke,  B.,  says, 
'^  This  Court  and  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  have  cer- 
tainly come  to  a  different  decision  on  the  same  point;  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  having  held  tfiat  there  ought  to  be 
a  special  plea,  in  order  to  dispute  the  plaintiff's  title  as 
distinguished  from  his  mere  possession:  we  have  thought 
differently."  It  appears,  therefore,  from  these  cases,  that 
the  present  question  remains  to  be  settled  by  this  Court 

By  the  rule  of  Hilary  Term,  4  Will  4,  it  is  ordered  that,  "  in 
actions  of  trespass  quare  clausum  fregit,  the  plea  of  '  Not 
guilty '  shall  operate  as  a  denial  that  the  defendant  com- 
mitted the  trespass  alleged  in  the  place  mentioned,  but  not 
as  a  denial  of  the  plaintiff's  possession,  or  right  of  posses- 
sion, of  that  place,  which,  if  intended  to  be  denied,  must  be 
traversed  specially''  It  is  submitted  that  the  view  which 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  have  taken  of  this  question  is 
the  correct  one.  It  may  be  conceded  that,  before  the  New 
Rules,  the  defendant  was  at  liberty,  under  the  general  issue, 
to  shew  that,  as  against  him,  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to 
the  possession,  because  some  person  other  than  the  plain- 
tiff had  the  right  The  New  Rules,  however,  were  framed 
chiefly  with  a  view  to  remove  the  great  inconvenience  which 
constantly  used  to  arise  at  trials  from  the  production  of 
evidence  which  came  unexpectedly  upon  the  other  side; 
and  much  inconvenience  must  still  arise,  if  the  allegation 
in  the  declaration  be  held  to  be  capable  of  two  meanings, 
viz.  oi  possession  and  of  title.  Possession  has  ever  been  held 
sufficient  to  maintain  an  action  of  trespass  against  a  wrong 
doer;  and  the  plaintiff's  case  is  prima  facie  established 
by  such  proof.  The  rule  of  Court  orders,  that  the  plaintiff's 

(a)  12  M.  &  W.  142. 
VOL.  II.  G  G  G  EXCH. 
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1847.  ^  possession,  or  ri^t  to  possession^  must  be  traversed  «p0- 
daliy,  if  intended  to  be  denied  [Maide,  J. — ^Does  not  ihe 
word  '^  specially''  mean  in  contradistinction  to  traversed  ^le- 
neraUy,  as  by  the  general  issue?]  If  the  title  could  be  dis- 
puted under  the  traverse  in  question,  the  word  ^'  specially" 
would  have  no  effect  These  rules  were  drawn  by  learned 
persons,  and  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  words  used  were 
introduced  after  due  consideration,  and  with  a  knowledge 
of  the  proper  meaning  and  effect  of  each.  In  Browne  v. 
Dawson(a),  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  said,  "We  agree  that  the 
question  of  title  is  not  to  be  raised  on  a  plea  of  possession. 
We  agree  also,  that  this  action  is  possessory,  and  that  pos- 
session is  sufficient  for  the  plaintiff  in  trespass  against  a 
wrong  doer/'  In  Heath  v.  Mihvwrd{b),  Tindal,  C.  J.,  says, 
"  It  is  objected  that,  under  the  rule  of  Hilary  Term,  4  WilL 
4,  the  defendant  should  not  be  driven  to  allege  new  matter, 
where  he  takes  a  traverse  on  the  plaintiff's  claim.  But  I 
see  no  reason  why,  if  the  fact  be  so,  he  should  not  allege 
that  the  close  is  not  in  the  plaintiff's  possession,  or  is  not 
the  plaintiff's  property.  Here,  however,  he  has  used  the 
word  '  close '  in  the  same  sense  in  which  it  is  used  in  the 
declaration."  Flemhig  v.  Cooper  (c)  and  Camaby  v.  Weir 
hy{d)  are  to  the  same  effect  The  plea  should,  therefore, 
have  been  a  special  one,  embodying  something  beyond  a 
mere  traverse  of  the  allegation  in  the  declaration,  which 
imports  no  more  than  such  possession  as  is  required  prima 
facie  to  maintain  the  action.  If  the  evidence  here  of- 
fered be  admitted  under  that  traverse,  the  plaintiff,  after 
proving  a  prim&  facie  case,  may  have  to  answer  evidence 
of  a  totally  new,  and  of  an  affirmative,  description.  [He 
also  referred  to  Newton  v.  JETarianrfCe).] 

Peacock,  contrk. — ^The  present  question,  no  doubt,  de- 

{a)  12  A.  ^  E.  634  (d)  8  A.  <fe  E.872. 

(5)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  98.  (e)  1  Man.  ds  Gr.  644. 

{c)  5  A.  <k  E.  221. 
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pends  upon  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  language  ^847. 
of  the  New  Bule^  which  limits  the  operation  of  the  general 
issue  in  actions  of  trespass  quare  clausum  fire^t,  such  con- 
struction being  subject  to  the  rules  and  principles  of  plead- 
ing. Before  the  New  Bules,  in  these  actions,  all  matters  in 
oonjEession  and  avoidance  were  to  be  pleaded  specially;  but 
nnder  the  plea  of ''  Not  guilty/"  the  defendant  could  set  up 
title  in  another  person.  Under  that  issue  two  questions 
were  raised,  first,  whether  the  dose  was  the  plaintiff's; 
and  if  so,  secondly,  whether  the  defendant  broke  and  Al- 
tered it.  In  Argeni  ▼.  Dfi/tr(MU(a),  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  hdd  it  to  be  clear  that  the  defendant  could  give  evi- 
dence that  the  soil  and  freehold  were  another's,  under  the 
general  issue.  Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J.,  there  cites  a  case  in 
1  Leon.  801,  in  support  of  that  position;  and  he  adds, 
**  Conformably  to  this  doctrine,  I  have  always  imderstood 
that  it  has  been  the  practice  to  permit  the  defendant  to 
give  liberum  tenementum  in  evidence  under  the  gene- 
ral issue;"  and  upon  this  point  Lawrence,  J.,  cites  Gilb. 
Evid.  258,  J5ari&o2omeuf  Y.Ireland(b)y  Dr.  Leyfidd's  cct8e(c), 
and  a  case  before  BvUer,  J.,  at  Nisi  Prius;  and  Orose,  J., 
lays  the  rule  down  broadly,  ''that,  in  all  cases,  title  might 
be  given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue  ;'^  and  he 
adds, ''  I  have  always  considered  that  to  be  the  practica'' 
It  is  therefore  clear,  from  this  case,  and  the  authorities 
there  cited,  that  the  general  issue  was  the  proper  plea  un- 
der which  the  defendant  could  set  up  title  in  answer  to 
the  plaintiff's  case.  Trespass  was  considered  to  be  a  pos- 
sessory action,  and  it  has  always  been  held  sufficient  for 
the  plaintiff,  in  the  first  instance,  to  shew  possession. 
Thus,  it  has  been  said,  ''  Trespass  is  a  possessory  action, 
founded  merely  on  the  possession,  and  it  is  not  at  all  ne- 
cessary that  the  right  should  come  in  question:"  Orahaan 


(fl)  6  T.  &  403.  (b)  Andr.  108;  do.  Eliz.  76L 

{e)  10  Co.  90. 

a  aa  2 
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1847.  V.  Peat  (a).  In  the  preceding  case,  Lord  Kenyan  said, "  Any 
possession  is  a  legal  possession  against  a  wrong  doer/'  As 
against  a  wrong  doer,  therefore,  possession  was  and  is  tide. 
Before  the  case  of  Chambers  v.  D(mald8on(b),  where  the  de- 
fendant pleaded  soil  and  freehold  in  another,  by  whose  com- 
mand he  justified  the  trespass,  it  was  doubted  whether  such 
command  could  be  traversed  by  the  plaintiff,  but  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench  in  that  case  held  that  it  could;  and  Grose,  J«, 
there  said,  ^^  It  has  always  puzzled  me  to  discover  any  rea- 
son why  the  command  might  not  be  traversed  as  well  as 
the  soil  and  fireehold  of  another,  in  a  plea  of  this  descrip- 
tion, for  both  constitute  one  defence ;  and  also,  why  it  should 
not  be  traversed  as  well  upon  a  special  plea  as  denied 
under  the  general  issue.  There  is  no  other  case  where  the 
same  defence  may  be  made  on  the  general  issue  and  on 
special  plea,  that  the  same  answer  cannot  be  given  to  both." 
Liberum  tenementum  is,  in  truth,  an  anomalous  plea(cX 
and  used  to  be  pleaded  chiefly  for  the  purpose  of  obliging 
the  plaintiff  to  new  assign. 

It  bemg  perfectly  clear  from  the  decisions,  that,  before 
the  New  Rules,  the  present  defence  was  admissible  in  evi- 
dence under  the  plea  of  "Not  guilty;"  then  comes  the  ques- 
tion as  t6  the  effect  of  those  Rules.  The  New  Rules  have 
not  altered  the  meaning  of  the  allegations  in  the  declara- 
tion in  trespass.  What,  then,  is  the  meaning  of  the  words, 
"the  close  of  the  plaintiff"?  Before  the  New  Rules,  this 
allegation  imported  either  the  actual  possession  or  the 
lawful  possession,  the  first  being  suflicient  to  maintain  the 
action  against  a  person  having  no  title.  Now,  the  plaintiff 
must  have  actual  possession  in  order  to  maintain  trespasa 
That  is  therefore  involved  in  the  allegation  that  it  is  the 
plaintiff's  close.  So  also,  a  party  cannot  treat  the  right- 
ful owner  as  a  trespasser.    Which,  therefore,  of  these  two 


(a)  1  East,  246.  (e)  See  Barvetf  y.  Brydffei,  14  H. 

(b)  II  East,  65.  <trW.  439. 
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different  meanings  did  the  framers  of  the  New  Rules  intend  1847. 
should  be  traversed?  The  answer  is,  the  allegation  compre- 
hends the  actual  possession  and  the  right  of  possession,  and 
the  traverse  puts  both  in  issue.  The  language  of  the  Rules 
IB  certainly  not  altogether  strictly  technical.  But  the  plea 
is  to  be  a  traversey  concluding  to  the  country.  There  is  in 
reality  no  difference  between  the  case  of  goods  and  realty. 
In  one  case,  the  traverse  denies  the  property  in  the  goods, 
in  the  other,  of  the  land. — He  also  referred  to  Ashby  v. 
M%nnett(a),  and  Butcher  v.  Butcher  (b). 

Wdsbj/y  in  reply,  contended  that,  according  to  the  de- 
fendant's argument,  the  plea  of  liberum  tenementum  was 
bad;  but  he  admitted  that,  before  the  New  Rules,  the  de- 
fence which  might  be  made  the  subject-matter  of  a  plea  of 
liberum  tenementum  had  been  given  in  evidence  under 
the  general  issue.  He  cited  and  referred  to  Dove  v.  Smith  (c)y 
Reeves'  History  of  the  English  Law,  pp.  34?0-l-2-3,  and  the 
cases  referred  to  in  the  notes;  Bro»  Abr.,  "  General  Issue," 
Plac.  81;  Clift's  Entr.  p.  713. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  Court  being  divided  in  opinion,  the  learned  judges 
now  proceeded  to  give  their  judgments  seriatim. 

Williams,  J. — The  question  in  this  case  arose  on  a  bill 
of  exceptions,  tendered  at  the  trial  before  Parke,  B.  The 
action  is  in  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plain- 
tiff's dwelling-house;  and  the  defendants  had  pleaded 
(amongst  other  pleas)  that  the  dwelling-house  mentioned 
in  the  declaration  was  not,  at  the  said  time  when  &c.,  the 
dwelling-house  of  the  plaintiff,  modo  et  form&;  on  which 
issue  had  been  joined.  The  learned  baron  told  the  jury, 
in  effect,  that  they  ought  to  find  this  issue  for  the  defend- 

(a)  8  A.  &  K  121.         (5)  7  B.  &  C.  399.        (c)  6  Mod,  163,  (2). 
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1847.  ants,  if  they  (the  jury)  were  aatiBfiedy  by  the  e?ide»ce  of 
the  defendants,  that,  at  the  said  time  when  &a,  one  Hsr- 
riett  Myddelton  was  eititled  to  the  possession  of  the  dvd- 
ling-honse,  and  the  defendants  had  committed  the  alleged 
trespasses  under  her  anthority. 

To  this  direction  the  plaintiff  excepted,  inflstiiig  that, 
npon  this  issue,  the  judge  should  have  directed  the  jury 
to  find  for  the  pluntiff,  if  they  were  satisfied  by  the  en- 
dence  that  at  the  time  when  &c  he  was  in  the  actual  pos- 
session of  the  dwelling-house. 

The  general  question  is  thus  raised  for  our  decision,  as 
a  Court  of  Error,  whether,  under  a  traverse  of  the  allegar 
tion  in  a  declaration  in  trespass  quare  dansam  fregit^  that 
the  dose  was  the  close  of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  ia  or 
is  not  at  liberty  to  shew  title  in  himself  or  seme  other  per- 
son, under  whose  authority  he  claims  to  have  acted.  And 
I  am  of  opinion  that  he  is. 

I  have  not  formed  this  opinion  without  heeitatioD,  be- 
cause it  is  in  direct  opposition  to  the  judgment  of  die 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  in  WkiUington  v.  BoaaU(a),  But 
on  consideration  of  that  judgment,  and  of  the  authorities 
and  reasoning  on  which  it  is  founded,  it  appears  to  me  to 
have  been  wrongly  given. 

The  question  turns  on  the  construction  of  the  New  Rules 
of  Pleading,  H.  T.,  4  Will.  4  Before  those  Rules,  it  had 
long  been  settled  law,  that,  under  the  general  issue  of  ^  Not 
guilty,"  in  trespass  quare  clausum  fr^t,  the  defendant 
might  give  evidence  of  title  in  himself,  or  in  another  I^ 
whose  command  he  entered.  Ibe  case  of  Argent  v.  Dur- 
rant(b)  shews  conclusively  the  eetablidiment  of  this  doe- 
trine;  and  also  discloses  the  principle  on  which  it  was 
founded,  viz.  that  the  evidence  falsified  the  dedarati<m  of 
the  plaintiff,  inasmuch  as  it  proved  that  the  defendant  did 
not  break  the  plaintiff's  close,  as  the  declaration  set  forth 

(a)  6  Q.  B.  139.  {6)  8  T.  R.  406. 


TRnmnr  vaoatiok,  12  vior.  818 

Thus  it  appears,  that,  at  the  time  the  New  Rules  were  ^  1847. 
made,  the  general  issue,  in  trespass  quare  clausum  firegit, 
by  reason  of  its  trarersing  the  allegation  in  the  declarar 
tion,  that  the  close  in  which  &a  was  the  close  of  the 
plaintiff,  operated  as  a  denial,  not  only  of  his  possession, 
but  also  of  his  right  of  possession,  as  against  a  defendant 
lawftdlj  entitled  thereto. 

But  by  the  Rule  of  H.  T.,  4  WiU.  4,  in  treapcuSy  it  is  or- 
dered, that  in  '^actions  of  trespass  quare  clausum  fregi^ 
the  plea  of  ^  Not  guilty'  shall  operate  as  a  denial  that  the 
defiandant  committed  the  trespass  alleged  in  the  place  men- 
tioned, but  not  as  a  denial  of  the  plaintiff's  possession  or  right 
of  possession  of  that  place,  which,  if  intended  to  be  denied, 
must  be  traversed  i^ecially." 

The  alteration,  then,  which  this  rule  introduces,  appears 
to  be  this — ^that  the  defendant,  if  he  intends  to  deny  the 
^aintiff's  possessioii  or  right  of  possession^  must,  instead 
of  denying  it  as  heretofore  by  the  general  issue,  deny  it  by 
traversing  it  specially. 

It  must  be  confessed,  that  the  language  emjdoyed  in 
this  Rule  is  not  very  happily  chosen;  for  the  expression, 
^special  trayerse,""  usually  bears  a  particular  tedmical 
sense  (viz.  that  of  a  traverse  consistrog  of  an  inducement 
and  an  absque  hoc),  in  which  it  is  scarcely  possible  it  can 
have  been  intended  to  be  here  used 

What  is  meant,  as  I  understand,  by  the  Rule  in  this  re- 
sptct  is,  merely,  that  in  order  to  enable  the  defendant  to 
dispute,  if  he  is  a  wrong  doer,  the  possession,  or  if  he 
claims  title,  the  right  of  possession,  the  allegation  in  the 
declaration,  that  the  close  in  which  &c.  is  the  close  of  the 
plaintiff,  must  be  denied  speciaUy  by  a  particular  traverse, 
in  contradistinction  to  being  denied  ffeneraliyy  as  there- 
tofore, by  the  plea  of  "  Not  guilty." 

It  is  true  that,  by  the  terms  of  the  Rule,  taken  literally, 
it  is  not  this  allegation,  but  the  plaintiff's  possession  or 
right  of  possession,  which  is  to  be  traversed.  But  it  is  a 
principle  of  pleading,  that  a  defendant  cannot  traverse  any 
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1847.  ^  matter  which  is  not  alleged  or  necessarily  implied  in  the 
declaration;  and  possession,  or  right  of  possession,  is  only 
alleged  or  necessarily  implied,  in  a  declaration  in  trespass 
quare  clausum  fregit,  as  being  asserted  in  the  allegation 
that  the  close  in  which  &c.  is  the  close  of  the  plaintiff 

If  this  be  so,  then  the  defendants  in  the  present  case, 
inasmuch  as  by  the  plea  in  question  they  have  denied  the 
plaintiff's  allegation,  that  the  dwelling-house  in  which  &a 
was  his  dwelling-house,  have  specially  traversed  the  plain- 
tiff s  right  of  possession  thereof,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
New  Rules,  and  have  put  themselves  into  the  same  position 
as  that  in  which  they  would  have  been  before  the  New 
Rules,  if  they  had  traversed  it  generally  by  pleading  "  Not 
guilty;"  and  they  are  consequently  at  liberty  to  shew  title 
in  themselves  or  in  another  under  whose  authority  they 
acted. 

For  these  reasons,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judge's  direc- 
tion at  the  trial  was  correct;  and  that  our  judgment  on 
this  writ  of  error  ought  to  be  for  the  defendants. 

Eble,  J. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  the  direction  excepted 
*to  was  right,  and  that  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  the 
verdict  upon  the  issues  joined  upon  the  second  and  third 
pleas,  upon  proof  that  they  or  lliose  under  whom  they 
claimed  were  entitled  to  the  possession  at  the  time  of  the 
alleged  trespass 

It  is  conceded  that,  under  the  plea  of  "Not  guilty,''  before 
the  New  Rules,  upon  this  proof  the  defendant  was  entitled 
to  the  verdict 

It  is  clear  that  the  plea  of  "  Not  guilty,"  then,  comprised 
two  traverses :  first,  that  the  defendant  did  not  do  the  act 
complained  of,  assuming  it  to  be  a  trei^ass;  and  secondly, 
that  the  plaintiff  had  not  such  a  possession  as  entitled  him 
to  maintain  trespass  gainst  the  defendant,  assuming  that 
the  act  of  the  defendant  might  have  been  otherwise  a 
trespass. 

Since  the  New  Rules,  the  first  of  these  traverses  is  ex- 
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pressed  by  the  plea  of  "  Not  guilty/'  and  the  second  by  any  ^  1847. 
traverse  specially  applied  to  a  denial  of  such  a  possession 
in  the  plaintiff  as  is  above  described ;  and  these  two  tra- 
verses are  equivalent  to  the  former  plea  of  '^  Not  guilty/' 
This  construction  appears  to  be  the  ordinary  meaning  of 
the  words  of  the  rule.  It  is  further  confirmed  by  the  prin- 
ciple,  that,  by  entry,  the  possession  is  vested  in  the  person 
having  right  thereto :  Tavmion  v.  Costar  (a) ;  Butcher  v.  But- 
cher Qi)\  and  also  by  considerations  of  convenience,  as  it  is 
not  easy  to  define  what  shall  be  construed  the  actual  pos- 
session of  a  wrong  doer  against  the  actual  possession  of  the 
owner. 

WiQHTMAN,  J. — ^This  is  an  action  of  trespass  for  breaking 
and  entering  the  dwelling-house  of  the  plaintiff.  The  de* 
fendants  pleaded  ''Not  guilty,"  and  also  that  the  dwelling- 
house  in  the  declaration  mentioned  was  not  the  dwelling- 
house  of  the  plaintiff,  modo  et  form&,  as  alleged.  At  the 
trial,  the  plaintiff  proved  that,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged 
trespass,  he  was  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  dwelling- 
house,  and  had  been  so  continuallyfor  ten  years  previously, 
and  there  rested  his  case. 

The  defendants  proved,  that  the  dwelling-house  was 
the  freehold  of  Harriett  Myddelton,  and  that  the  possession 
of  the  plaintiff  was  as  tenant  from  year  to  year  of  the 
said  Harriett  Myddelton,  and  that  the  tenancy  was  deter- 
mined by  a  notice  to  quit  before  the  time  of  the  alleged 
trespass;  and  that  the  defendants,  after  the  expiration  of 
the  tenancy,  as  the  servants  of  Harriett  Myddelton  or  by 
her  authority  and  command,  entered  upon  the  premises, 
and  committed  the  alleged  trespasses. 

It  was  contended  for  the  plaintiff,  that  this  proof  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants  was  not  admissible  under  the  plea 
that  the  dwelling-house  was  not  the  dwelling-house  of  the 

(a)  7  T.  R.  431.  {b)  7  B.  &  C.  399. 
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1847.  plaintiff!  The  learned  judge,  however,  was  of  opimon  thai 
it  was  admissible ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  he  waa  right 
in  admitting  such  proof  under  that  plea. 

The  action  of  trespass  quare  clausum  firegit  is  founded 
upon  actual  possession  by  the  plaintiff,  who  will  make  out 
a  prima  facie  case,  if  he  proves  possession  in  himself,  and 
entry  by  the  defendant.  He  need  not  give  any  proof 
whatever  of  title  or  of  right  to  the  possession.  Before  the 
New  Rules,  a  defendant,  under  the  plea  of  "  Not  guilty,'' 
could  answer  the  prim&  fade  case  of  the  plaintiff  by  shew- 
ing title,  and  a  right  to  the  immediate  possession,  either 
in  himself  or  some  person  under  whom  he  claimed,  and 
from  whom  he  had  authority  to  enter.  Or  the  defendant, 
if  he  pleased,  might  plead  his  right  in  confession  and  avoid- 
ance; and  the  plea  would  not  be  bad  as  amounting  to  Ae 
general  issue,  because  it  admitted  the  prim4  fade  case  of 
the  plaintiff  founded  upon  possession  only,  which  was  un- 
derstood to  be  alleged  in  the  declaratum. 

The  power  of  a  defendant,  a  primi  fade  trespasser,  to 
defeat  the  plaintiff  by  shewing  title  in  himself  or  smne 
third  person,  at  the  trial,  and  proving  authority  front  that 
person,  without  notice  on  the  record,  or  otherwise^  of  such 
a  defence,  was  Qbviously  often  productive  of  much  hard- 
ship and  inconvenience. 

To  obviate  this,  the  New  Rules  were  framed 

They  are  introduced  by  a  statement,  that, ''  by  the  mode 
of  pleading  thereafter  prescribed,  the  several  disputed  fieu^ts 
material  to  the  merits  of  the  case  will,  before  the  trial,  be 
l»rought  to  the  notice  of  the  respective  parties  more  dis- 
tinctly than  heretofore." 

One  of  the  rules  accordingly  was,  "  that,  in  actions  of 
trespass  quare  clausum  fregh,  the  plea  of '  Not  guilt/  shall 
operate  as  a  denial  that  the  defendant  committed  the  tres- 
pass alleged  in  the  place  mentioned,  but  not  as  a  denial 
of  the  plaintiff's  possession,  or  right  of  possession,  of  that 
place,  which,  if  intended  to  be  denied,  must  be  traversed 
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spedally/'  Since  the  New  Kules,  neither  the  possession  ^1847, 
of  the  plaintiff^  nor  the  right  to  the  possession,  can  be  con- 
tested under  the  plea  of  '^  Not  guilty/'  If  the  defendant 
denies  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  such  denial  must  be 
hj  a  traverse;  the  statement  in  the  declaration,  that  the 
defendant  broke  and  entered  the  close  of  the  plaintiff, 
being,  in  effect,  an  allegation  that  the  close  was  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  plaintiff. 

But  it  is  said  in  the  rule,  that  '^  if  the  right  of  possession 
of  the  place  is  denied,''  it  must  be  by  a  special  traverse. 
This  part  of  the  rule  I  find  it  very  difficult  to  apply.  The 
plaintiff  does  not  assert  in  his  declaration  that  he  has  ike 
rij^  of  possession  >  and,  in  fact,  he  may  not  have  such 
right,  and  yet  may  make  out  a  prim&  facie  case  upon  ac- 
tual possession  only  against  a  person  who,  until  he  is  in  a 
condition  to  shew  title,  either  in  himself  or  in  any  one 
else,  is  prima  fade  a  trespasser.  The  traverse  taken  would 
be  larger  than  the  allegation  in  the  declaration,  which  is 
prima  facie  satisfied  by  actual  posssession  only,  and  there- 
fore inadmissible,  according  to  the  ordinary  rules  of 
fdeading. 

But  if  such  a  form  of  traverse  were  adopted,  and  the 
defendant  under  it  were  to  shew  title  to  immediate  posses- 
sicHfi  in  a  ikird  person,  the  issue  in  its  terms  would  be  foimd 
for  the  defendant;  but  stUl  the  defence  would  be  incom- 
plete, unless  he  could  also  shew  under  that  issue  that  he 
entered  by  authority  of  such  third  person.  The  terms  of 
the  traverse  would  not  of  themselves  warrant  evidence  of 
such  authority;  and  the  New  Rules  do  not  provide,  that^ 
under  such  a  traverse,  the  defendant  shall  not  only  be  at 
liberty  to  shew  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  the  right  to  the 
possession,  but  that  a  third  person  had,  and  that  such 
third  person  had  authorised  the  defendant  to  enter,  as  he 
might  formerly  under  the  plea  of  "  Not  guilty."  It  would, 
indeed,  be  so  inconsistent  with  the  professed  object  of  the 
New  Rules  if  this  were  allowed,  that  I  am  not  satisfied 
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1847.  that  it  could  be  intended.  If  it  was,  the  difficulty  and  in- 
Jo»  convenience  which  it  was, the  object  of  the  New  Rules  to 
remove,  still  remain,  as  far  as  regards  the  action  of  tres- 
pass quare  clausum  fregit 

The  defendant,  however,  in  the  present  case,  has  not 
thought  fit  to  avail  himself  of  either  of  the  traverses  pro- 
posed hy  the  Mew  Rules;  he  has  merely  traversed  that 
the  close  "  was  the  close  of  the  plaintiff,"  as  alleged  in 
the  declaration.  This,  according  to  ordinary  rules,  puts 
in  issue  no  more  than  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  prove ; 
namely,  that  he  was  in  possession.  Upon  this  point,  the 
case  of  Heath  v.  Mthoard  (a)  is  a  direct  authority;  and  is  fol- 
lowed and  supported  by  the  cases  of  Browne  v.  Daw8on(b) 
and  Wkittington  v.  BoxaU{c). 

A  different  view  of  the  case,  however,  has  been  U^en 
by  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  in  the  cases  of  PurB«fl  v. 
Young  (d)  and  Harrison  v.  i)taw»(e).  The  Court  in  these 
cases  considered  "  that  the  plea,  denying  the  close  to  be 
the  plaintiff's,  since  the  New  Rules,  is  a  denial  of  the  plain- 
tiff's title  to  the  close,  to  the  same  extent  that  he  would 
have  been  obliged  to  prove  it  before  under  the  general  is- 
sue— that  is,  it  is  a  denial  of  possession  if  the  defendant 
was  a  wrong  doer;  if  otherwise,  of  the  right  to  the  posses- 
sion." I  cannot  satisfy  myself  that  this  is  a  correct  view 
of  the  effect  of  the  alteration  introduced  by  the  New  Rules, 
as  it  seems  to  be  directly  contrary  to  their  object  to  make 
the  effect  of  the  traverse  depend  upon  the  result  of  the 
cause.  The  effect  of  the  old  plea  of  "Not  guilty"  was  altered 
and  modified  by  the  New  Rules,  in  order  "  that  the  seve- 
ral disputed  facts  material  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  might 
before  the  trial  be  brought  to  the  notice  of  the  respective 
parties."  A  traverse  of  the  close  being  the  close  of  the 
'"  certainly  does  not  give  the  plaintiff  any  notice 

Bing.  N.  C.  08.  (rf)  3  M.  A  W.  288. 
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that  the  defendant,  who,  upon  proof  of  possession  by  the  1847. 
plaintiff,  is  a  prim&  facie  trespasser,  means  to  rely  upon 
and  give  evidence  of  title  in  some  third  person,  and  that 
he  is  his  servant,  and  entered  by  his  command.  If  this 
were  so,  one  of  the  greatest  difficulties  which  it  was  the 
object  of  the  New  Rules  to  remove  would  be  thrown  upon 
the  plaintiff.  How  is  he  to  know,  before  he  goes  to  trial, 
that  it  may  turn  out  that  the  defendant  is  not  a  wrong 
doer,  because  he  acted  under  the  authority  i>f  some  third 
person  who  had  title?  But  the  New  Rules  do  not  say  so. 
It  is  far  more  consistent  with  the  object  and  spirit  of 
the  New  Rules,  and  with  their  terms  and  the  ordinary 
rules  of  pleading,  that  the  traverse  should  only  put  in  ia- 
8ue  the  possession  of  the  close,  which  is  all  that  the  plain- 
tiff need  prove  to  make  out  a  prima  facie  case,  whether  the 
defendant  be  a  mere  wrong  doer,  or  a  person  having  title 
himself,  or  acting  under  some  third  person  having  title. 
If  the  defendant  does  not  deny  the  plaintiff's  prim&  facie 
case,  founded  upon  actual  possession,  but  relies  either 
upon  title  in  himself  or  in  some  third  person,  under  whose 
authority  he  acted,  it  would  be  much  more  consistent  with 
the  New  Rules  and  their  object,  and  not  inconsistent  with 
the  ordinary  rules  of  pleading,  that  he  should  plead  in 
confession  and  avoidance,  and  shew  the  plaintiff  that  he 
relies  either  on  title  in  himself,  or  some  third  person  who 
gave  him  authority  to  enter.  Great  expense  and  uncertainty 
would  be  avoided,  the  great  object  of  pleading  specially — 
the  bringing  the  question  to  a  single  point — would  be  at- 
tained, removing  great  hardship  and  inconvenience  from 
the  plaintiff,  and  casting  no  burthen  or  inconvenience  upon 
the  defendant. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
view  taken  of  the  effect  of  such  a  traverse  by  the  Courts  of 
Queen's  Bench  and  Common  Pleas,  in  Browne  v.  Dawson^ 
WhitUfiffton  V.  BoxaUy  and  Heaih  v.  Mil/wwrdy  is  the  correct 
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1847.  one;  and  that,  since  the  New  Rules,  the  defendant  in  this 
case  onght  not  to  have  heen  allowed  to  prove  title  in  Hai^ 
riett  Myddelton,  and  that  he  entered  as  her  servant  and 
by  her  command,  nnder  a  traverse  that  the  dwelling-house 
was  not  the  dwelling-house  of  the  plaintiff. 


Maulb,  J. — ^I  am  of  opinion  in  this  case,  that  the 
tion  given  by  the  learned  judge  at  the  trial  was  ngfat 
The  plaintiff  in  error  complains  that  the  learned  judge 
misdirected  the  jury  in  point  of  law,  in  stating  to  them 
that  the  proper  question  raised  for  their  consideration  by 
the  second  and  third  pleas  was,  whether,  at  the  several 
times  when  &c.  the  plaintiff  was  lawfully  in  possession  of 
the  dwelling-house  in  which  &c.,  or  did  the  defendants^ 
by  their  evidence,  satisfy  the  jury,  that,  at  the  several 
times  when  &a  one  Harriett  Myddelton  was  lawfully  en- 
titled to  the  possession,  and  that,  at  the  times  when  &c 
the  defendants,  by  her  authority  and  command,  committed 
the  alleged  trespasses  in  the  first  and  second  counts  of 
the  declaration  mentioned?  Now  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
learned  judge  was  right,  and  that  the  direction  which  he 
actually  gave,  adverting  to  the  point  suggested  by  the  plain- 
tiff in  error,  is  in  effect  and  substance  the  same  as  that 
which  the  plaintiff  in  error  says  ought  to  have  been  given, 
but  with  this  difference,  that,  under  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  it  was  more  proper  in  point  of  form,  because  it 
was  more  full  and  explicit,  and  more  fitted  to  point  out  to 
the  jury  what  was  their  practical  duty  upon  the  occasion. 
The  question  is,  whether,  upon  the  plea  of  ''Not  possessed,^ 
the  defendant  can  give  in  evidence  a  title  under  a  third 
person,  and  that  the  defendant  entered  in  the  assertion 
of  that  title,  by  command  of  that  third  person?  And  I 
think  that  he  can  do  so,  for  the  following  plain  reasona 

I  agree  with  the  exception  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  that 
the  question  raised  by  the  issue  of  "Not  possessed''  is, 
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whether  the  plaintiff  was  in  cu^ual  posaeaeum  or  not;  but  ^847. 
it  seems  to  me,  that,  as  soon  as  a  person  is  entitled  to 
possession,  and  enters  in  the  assertion  of  that  possession, 
or,  which  is  exactly  the  same  thing,  any  other  person 
enters  by  command  of  that  lawful  owner,  so  entitled 
to  possession,  the  law  immediately  vests  the  actual  pos- 
session in  the  person  who  has  so  entered.  If  there  are 
two  persons  in  a  field,  each  asserting  that  the  field  is  his, 
and  each  doing  some  act  in  the  assertion  of  the  right  of 
possession,  and  if  the  question  is,  which  of  those  two  is 
in  actual  possession,  I  answer,  the  person  who  has  the  title 
is  in  actual  possession,  and  the  other  person  is  a  trespasser. 
They  differ  in  no  other  respects.  You  cannot  say  that  it 
IB  joint  possession;  you  cannot  say  that  it  is  a  possession 
as  tenants  in  common.  It  cannot  be  denied  that  one  is  in 
possession,  and  the  other  is  a  trespasser.  Then  that  is  to 
be  determined,  as  it  seems  to  me,  by  the  fact  of  the  titie, 
each  having  the  same^  apparent  actual  possession: — ^the 
question  as  to  which  of  the  two  really  is  in  possession,  is  de- 
termined by  the  fact  of  the  possession  following  the  title, — 
that  is,  by  the  law,  which  makes  it  follow  the  title.  There  is 
no  doubt  that  the  original  plea  of  "  Not  guilty,"  before  the 
New  Rules,  in  trespass,  was  always  a  mere  negative  plea^ 
and  did  not  (as  it  did  in  some  other  forms  of  actions,  more 
particularly  in  later  times,  such  as  the  case  of  assumpsit), 
enable  the  defendant  to  give  evidence  of  any  affirmative 
matter  in  confession  and  avoidance,  but  only  enabled  him 
to  shew  circumstances  which  proved  that  the  facts  stated 
in  the  declaration,  that  is,  the  material  facts,  were  all,  or 
some  of  them,  not  true.  Now  certainly  it  was  not  in- 
tended, after  the  New  Rules,  that  mere  negation — evidence 
which  was  merely  negative — should  be  admissible  only 
when  that  evidence  was  pleaded.  It  is  true,  the  New  Rules 
limited  the  effect  of  the  plea  of  "  Not  guilty;'^  but  they  pro- 
vided, at  the  same  time,  that  if  the  possession,  or  right  of 
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1847.  possession,  was  intended  to  be  denied,  —not  that  some  mat- 
ter should  be  stated  which  shewed  that  it  could  be  true, 
but — ^that  it  should  be  specially  traversed^  which  does  not 
mean  traversed  by  the  plea  which  pleaders  sometimes  call 
a  special  traverse,  that  is  to  say,  a  plea  introducing  certain 
affirmative  matter,  and  then  concluding  "without  this,  &c." 
and  so  traversing;  but  a  special  traverse  is  understood 
there,  as  it  is  used  by  Lord  Coke  in  Coke  upon  Littleton  (a), 
as  contrasted  with  a  general  traverse,  such  as  a  genend 
traverse  of  "  Not  guilty,"  which  denies  everything  material 
as  alleged  in  the  declaration,  in  some  cases  at  common  law; 
but  a  traverse  of  one  particular  thing  in  the  declaration, 
such  as  a  traverse  of  possession,  or  a  traverse  of  having 
done  the  thing  complained  of,  or  any  other  traverse  of  any 
one  material  fact,  although  not  introducing  any  special 
matter  by  way  of  recital,  is  a  special  traverse  within  the 
proper  meaning  of  those  words,  as  used  elsewhere,  and  as 
they  are  here  used  in  these  New  Ru^es.  The  meaning,  there- 
fore, of  the  possession,  or  right  of  possession,  being  "special- 
ly traversed,"  is  simply  this, — that,  in  ftiture,  the  denial 
shall  not  be  involved  in  the  term  of  "  Not  guilty,"  which 
before  denied  the  doing  of  the  act  complained  of,  and  also 
the  possession  or  right  of  possession  of  the  plaintiff;  but 
that  if  the  possession,  or  right  of  possession,  is  denied,  that 
must  be  done  by  a  denial  restrained  to  the  allegation  in  the 
declaration  which  makes  the  possession,  or  right  of  posses- 
sion, matter  of  proof  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff;  by  which 
denial  you  put  properly  in  issue  the  allegation  that  was  de- 
nied by  "  Not  guilty,"  inter  alia,  and  which  denial  by  the 
term  "  Not  guilty,"  enabled  certain  evidence,  in  respect  of 
title,  to  be  given  upon  both  sides.  That  is  no  longer  to  be 
given  under  "  Not  guilty;"  but  it  is  to  be  given  under^the 
traverse  of  the  allegation  in  the  declaration  under  which 

(a)  Oo.  litt.  261.  a. 
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the  right  of  possession,  or  the  actual  possession,  may  be 
brought  into  question;  that  is,  the  allegation  that  the 
close  was  the  plaintiff's.     Then,  where  there  is  a  traverse 
that  the  close  was  the  plaintiff's,  we  are  remitted  to  the 
ordinary  rules  of  pleading  and  evidence,  by  which  you 
are  enabled  to  give  in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant, when  he  denies  the  allegation  of  the  plaintiff, 
any  matter  affirmative  or  negative  of  what  description 
soever,  provided  the  result  of  it  be  to  shew  that  the  alle- 
gation which  is  denied  is  not  a  true  allegation.     There 
can  be  no  doubt,  as  it  seems  to  me,  that,  if  you  can  shew 
that  the  house  or  land  which  the  plaintiff  has  shewn  in 
evidence  to  have  been  apparently  in  his  possession  was 
a  house  or  land  that  really  was  not  in  his  possession, 
you  have  shewn  what,  according  to  the  ordinary  rules 
of  evidence — if  before  the  New  Rules  the  same  issue  had 
been  taken,  which,  I  apprehend,  might  have  been  taken 
— ^you  might  have  denied.     A  defendant  was  not  com- 
pelled to  plead  "Not  guilty;"  he  might  have  pleaded  that 
the  close  was  not  the   close  of  the  plaintiff     Suppos- 
ing that  had  been  pleaded,  he  might  at  all  times  have 
shewn  that  it  was  not  the  plaintiff's,  by  shewing  that  it  be- 
longed to  somebody  else;  and  I  have  before  observed,  that 
you  do  shew  the  possession  is  not  the  plaintiff's,  but  some 
third  person's,  when  you  have  shewn  that  such  third  person 
had  a  title,  and  asserted  it  before  or  at  the  time  when  he 
committed  the  trespass  in  question,  by  actual  entry,  so  as  to 
vest  the  possession  in  that  third  person.    I  therefore  think 
that,  before  the  New  Rules,  if  such  evidence  had  been  of- 
fered, and  therefore  since  the  New  Rules,  such  evidence 
would  be  admissible.     I   do   not  find  any  difficulty  in 
the  matter.     It  has  been  treated  as  if  it  were  a  sort  of 
reductio  ad  absurdum,  that,  if  the  law  should  be  held 
as  the  learned  judge  held  at  the  trial,  and  as  many  other 
judges  on  many  former  occasions  have  held,  it  would  fol- 
low that  the  New  Rules  have  not  perfectly  attained  that 
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1847.        which  was  one  of  their  objecta    Suppose  it  were  so — sup- 
pose one  object  of  the  New  Rules  really  was  especiaUy  to 
cause  a  matter  of  this  kind  to  be  pleaded;  if  they  had  fiuled 
in  doing  that,  it  would  only  prove  that  the  New  Rules  were 
not  perfect     If,  which  I  altogether  dispute,  it  was  the  ob- 
ject of  the  New  Rules,  absolutely  and  entirely,  for  eyeiy  pur- 
pose and  to  an  unlimited  extent,  to  prevent  any  surprise 
on  the  part  of  one  party  as  to  the  case  to  be  made  at  the 
trial  by  the  other,  they  have  constantly  failed  in  that  ob- 
ject ;  and  it  was  impossible  they  should  not,  if  they  did  any- 
thing short  of  this,  namely,  ordering  that  each  party  should 
state  in  pleading  the  evidence  by  which  it  was  his  inten- 
tion, and  by  which  alone  he  should  be  enabled,  to  support 
his  case  at  the  trial     If  that  were  so,  then  that  whicli 
is  assumed  by  some,  and  by  those  who  complain  of  this 
judgment,  to  have  been  the  object  of  the  New  Rules,  might 
have  been  attained;  but  short  of  that  it  could  not  pos- 
sibly be  attained     Take  any  plea  you  can  think  of— for  in- 
stance, take  non  est  factum  or  non  assumpsit,  or  that  the 
defendant  did  not  make  the  promissory  note  or  bill  of  ex- 
change, or  any  matter  of  mere  denial;  it  is  impossible  to 
say  beforehand  what  will  be  the  evidence — on  what  points 
positive  and  affirmative  matters  of  fact  may  be  given  in 
evidence  by  the  party  who  makes  the  denial,  in  order  to 
shew  that  the  fact  which  he  denies  is  not  true;  and  until 
the  mode  of  pleading  which  I  have  suggested — ^that  is, 
pleading  the  evidence — shall  be  adopted,  there  always  must 
be  that  possibility  of  surprisa    Therefore,it  seems  to  me, that 
unless  you  were  to  say  that  no  person,  on  an  issue  joined 
which  denies  any  matter  of  fact,  shall  be  at  liberty  to  pro?e 
any  affirmative  matter  whatever  in  evidence,  in  order  to 
shew  that  the  matter  affirmed  on  the  other  side,  and  de- 
nied by  him,  is  not  true — ^unless  you  are  to  provide  that^ 
the  necessary  consequence  will  be  that  which  I  have  before 
described;  and  so  to  provide  would,  I  think,  be  a  practical 
and  legal  absurdity.     On  the  simple  ground,  therefore,  ot 
the  actual  possession  being  the  matter  in  issue,  and  the  1^ 
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right  to  poMeBsion,  when  accompanied  by  the  assertion  of  1847. 
it  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  trespass,  constituting  actual 
possession  on  the  part  of  the  person  so  having  that  right, 
and  therefore  n^ativing  the  actual  possession  of  the  plain- 
tiff, it  appears  to  me  that  all  matteic,  affirmative  or  nega-^ 
tire,  which  tend  to  shew  either  of  those  propositions,  name- 
ly, the  actual  possession  and  the  right  to  possession  of  a 
third  person,  and  the  assertion  of  that  right  (for  that  ia 
essential  to  this  defence)  at  or  before  the  time  of  the  tres- 
passes complained  of,  so  as  to  divest  the  right  out  of  the 
plaintiff, — ^that  anymatter  of  that  kind,  upon  principle,  and 
quite  consistently  with  all  the  authorities,  and  without  in- 
fringing upon  either  the  letter  or  spirit  of  the  New  Rules, 
may  be  properly  given  in  evidence  on  such  a  traverse  as  thi& 
Upon  tliese  grounds,  I  think  the  direction  on  this  occasion 
was  a  correct  and  proper  direction,  and  therefore  that 
the  judgment  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

ColTMAN,  J. — It  is  not  necessary  to  advert  in  detail  to 
the  pleadings  in  this  case,  the  greater  part  of  which  are 
immaterial  to  the  present  question.  The  declaration  is  in 
the  common  form,  for  breaking  and  entering  the  dwell- 
ing-house of  the  plaintiff,  and  so  forth.  The  defendants 
(amongst  other  pleas,  not  material  to  the  question  on  this 
bill  of  exceptions)  pleaded,  as  to  the  broking  and  enter- 
ing the  said  dwelling-house,  that  it  was  not  at  the  said 
time  when  &;c.  the  dwelling-house  of  the  plaintiff;  and  so 
concluded  to  the  country.  On  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  proved 
that  he  was,  and  had  been  for  several  years^  in  possession 
of  the  house.  The  defendants  proved  that  the  house  was 
the  freehold  of  one  Harriett  Myddelton,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  been  tenant  to  her  from  year  to  year;  that  the 
tenancy  had  been  duly  determined;  and  that  the  defend- 
ants had  entered  as  the  servants  and  by  the  authority  of 
Harriett  Myddelton.  The  question  which  herein  arises  is, 
whether  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  a 
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1S47.  Terdict ;  in  other  words,  whether,  on  a  plea  that  the  house 
is  not  the  house  of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  may  give 
evidence  of  title. 

The  decisions  are  conflicting  on  this  question,  the 
Court  of  Exchequer,  in  PumeU  v.  Young  {a),  having  held 
that  on  such  a  plea  title  is  in  issue;  the  Court  of  Queens 
Bench,  in  Whittington  v.  BoxaU(b),  having  held  that  it  put 
in  issue  only  the  possession.  The  case  of  HeaJth  v.  Mil- 
ward(c)  has  been  cited  as  a  decision  to  the  same  effect 
with  that  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  WhiUington  y. 
BowaU;  but  if  the  fia«cts  of  the  case  are  examined,  they  will 
be  found  to  have  no  bearing  on  the  present  question;  for 
the  defendant  in  that  case,  though  he  set  up  a  title,  did 
not  prove  it  He  was,  therefore,  a  mere  wrong  doer;  and 
the  case  shews  only  that  possession  is  a  sufficient  title 
against  one  who  has  no  title. 

The  authorities  being  thus  balanced,  the  question  arises, 
which  should  be  adhered  to  ?  The  plea^  that  the  dwelling- 
house  is  not  the  dwelling-house  of  the  plaintiff,  is  a  denial 
of  a  matter  alleged  in  the  declaration.  To  ascertain  what 
is  the  meaning  of  the  denial,  we  ought  first  to  ascertain 
what  is  the  meaning  of  the  assertion  which  is  denied  The 
form  of  the  declaration,  since  the  making  of  the  New 
Rules,  is  the  same  as  the  form  used  before,  and  the  words 
ought  not  to  be  understood  in  a  different  sense;  and  the 
point  to  be  considered  is,  what  was  the  meaning  of  the 
declaration  before  the  making  of  the  New  Rules  ?  Now, 
what  that  meaning  was,  appears  from  Dearsley  and  Ne- 
viUes  ca8e{d)y  which  was  as  follows : — "In  an  action  of  tres- 
pass, the  defendant  pleaded  '  Not  guilty;'  and  if  he  might 
give  in  evidence,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  trespass,  the  free- 
hold was  in  such  an  one,  and  he,  as  his  servant  and  by  his 
commandment  entered,  was  the  question;  and  it  wassiud, 


(a   3  M.  dr  W.  288.  (c)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  98. 

(b)  6  Q.  B.  126.  (d)  1  Leon.  301. 
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by  CokCj  that  the  same  might  be  well  enough,  and  so  it      ^1847. 
was  adjudged  in  TreviUian's  case;  for  if  he,  by  whose  com- 
mandment he  entered,  hath  right  at  the  same  instant  that 
the  defendant  entereth,  the  right  is  in  the  other,  by  rear 
8on  whereof  he  is  not  guilty  as  to  the  plaintiff;  and  judg- 
ment was  given  accordingly/'    From  this  case  it  appears, 
that  the  allegation  in  a  declaration  that  the  defendant 
broke  and  entered  the  plaintiff's  close,  imports  that  the 
plaintiff  has  such  a  title  as  is  good  against  the  defendant; 
8o  that,  if  the  defendant  enters  without  title,  and  the  plain- 
tiff is  in  possession,  the  allegation  that  it  is  the  plaintiff's 
close  is  made  out     If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  plaintiff  is 
possessed,  but  the  defendant  has  title,  the  allegation  is  ne- 
gatived— ^the  close  is  not  his  close.    This  case  of  Deardey 
T.  NeuiUe  was  recognised  in  Argent  v.  Durrant{d)  as  hav- 
ing settled  the  law,  and  is  fully  confirmed  by  that  case^ 
and  has  never  since  been  questioned.    Now,  what  is  the 
effect  of  the  New  Ride,  which  provides  that  the  plea  of 
''Not  guilty''  in  trespass  shall  not  operate  as  a  denial  of 
the  plaintiff's  possession  or  right  of  possession,  which,  if 
intended  to  be  denied,  must  be  specially  traversed?    It 
appears  rather  a  violent  deviation  from  the  proper  mean- 
ing of  the  terms  made  use  of  by  the  framers  of  the  rule,  to 
say  that,  by  the  words  "  specially  traversed,"  it  is  meant 
that  the  matter  directed  to  be  traversed  should  be  con- 
fessed and  avoided.     If  by  "traversed"  is  meant  what  it 
may  well  be  understood  to  mean,  no  more  direct  traverse 
of  the  all^ation,  that  the  house  is  the  house  of  the  plain- 
tiff, can  be  taken  than  is  done  by  the  plea  in  this  case.    If 
the  meaning  of  the  allegation  in  the  declaration  is  simply, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of  the  dwelling-house,  the 
plea  would  amount  only  to  a  denial  of  the  possession ;  but 
if  the  meaning  of  the  declaration  is  (as  on  the  reasoning 
of  those  cases  which  I  above  referred  to  I  think  it  ought 

(a)  8  T.  R.  403. 
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1847.        to  be  held  to  be),  that  the  plaintiff  has  such  a  title  as  is 
joKsg        good  against  the  defendant^  the  denial  must  be  taken  to 
GaifxAir*     ^  co-extensive  with  the  allegation,  and  to  raise  an  issue 
as  to  the  title. 

CoLKEiDOE,  J. — ^In  this  case,  to  a  deelaration  in  tiespasB 
for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff  9  dwelling-house, 
the  defendant  pleaded^  secondly,  that  the  dwellio^hoose, 
at  the  said  time  when  &g.,  was  not  the  dwelUng-hoiue  of 
the  plaintiff;  on  which  issue  was  joined  There  was  a  plea 
also  to  the  same  count,  which  alleged  the  dwelling-house 
to  be  the  freehold  of  one  Harriett  Vyddelton,  and  justified 
under  her. 

Upon  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  proved  an  aotuaJI  poasesskm 
of  the  dwelling-house  at  the  time  of  the  eomiKiittiiig  the 
alleged  trespass,  and  for  several  years  before^  The  de- 
fendants proved  that  the  dwelling-house  was  the  freehold 
of  Harriett  Myddelton,  and  that  the  plaintiff's  ocoupatiou 
was  that  of  tenant  fit>m  year  to  year;  but  that  his  ten- 
ancy had  been  duly  determined  by  notice  to  quit  befwe  the 
time  of  the  trespass  committed*  and  that  they,  the  defend- 
ants, had  entered  by  command  of  Harriett  Myddelton.  The 
learned  judge,  in  directing  the  juryon  the  issaeiiaised  by  the 
second  plea,  told  th^n  that  the  question  raised  by  it  was, 
whether,  at  the  time  of  the  trespass  committed,  the  pbiatiff 
was  kw)fMy  in  possession  of  the  dwelling-howie»  aad  that, 
if  the  defendants  had  satisfied  them  tbat^  at  that  time^  Ha^ 
riett  Myddelton  was  lawfuUy  etMded  to  the  pimeanm,  and 
that  th^y,  as  her  servants  an4  by  her  cooamand  had  com- 
mitted the  alleged  trespass,  then  the  issue  osa^t  tQ  be  firand 
for  them.  To  this  direction  an  exception  wan  taken,  the 
validity  of  which  is  now  to  be  deeidedL  The  queation  which 
is  now  raised,  and  upon  which  it  seems  knpossible  to  re- 
eoncile  the  reported  decisions,  turns  upon  the  constructiaD 
to  be  put  upon  the  following,  among  the  New  Rules  of  plead- 
ing:— "  In  actions  of  trespass  quare  clausum  fregit,  the  plea 
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of  '  Not  goilty '  diall  operate  as  a  denial  that  the  defend-  1B47. 
ant  committed  the  trespafis  alleged  in  the  place  mentioned, 
but  not  &s  a  denial  of  the  plaintiff's  possession  or  right  of 
jMissession  of  that  place,  which,  if  intended  to  be  denied, 
must  he  traversed  specially/'  This  rule  must  be  construed 
on  the  same  principles  as  we  should  apply  in  construing 
any  other  language.  It  relates  to  pleading,  and  we  must, 
therefore,  bear  in  mind  the  rules  of  pleading;  but  it  is  also 
intended  arbitrarily  to  alter  existing  rules  of  pleading,  and 
therefore  we  must  not  be  fettered  by  them.  I  own,  speak- 
ing with  deference,  that  it  seems  to  me  that  much  ingenuity 
and  learning  have  been  somewhat  misemployed  on  that 
question,  £rom  neglecting  this  consideration.  The  rule 
was  not  framed  because  the  current  of  decisions  had  given 
a  wrong  effedb  to  the  plea  of  '^  Not  guilty  f  but  because  the 
right  effect  was  found  inconvenient,  and  a  new  and  more 
limited  effect  was  now  to  be  given,  although  the  acknow- 
ledged and  strictly  correct  rule  should  thereby  be  broken 
in  upon.  An  interpretation  of  the  New  Rule  will  not, 
therefore,  necessarily  be  wrong,  because  it  breaks  in  upon 
any  such  rula  If  the  words,  fairly  considered,  lead  us  to 
that  conclusion,  we  ought  to  adopt  it,  concluding  that  the 
framers  so  intended;  and,  bearing  the  mischief  in  mind 
which  the  rule  was  intended  to  remedy,  we  ought  to  lean 
to  that  interpretation  which  most  advances  the  remedy  and 
removes  the  inconvenience. 

If  it  had  been  simply  provided  that  '^  Not  guilty"  should 
deny  only  the  conmiitting  of  the  act  in  the  place  alleged, 
pleaders  would  have  had  no  difficulty  in  knowing  how  to 
deal  with  the  remaining  allegations,  expressed  or  implied, 
in  the  declaration,  according  as  they  intended  to  admit  or 
deny  any  of  them.  But  the  rule  goes  on  to  speak  of  posses- 
sion and  ri^t  of  ]>088ession  as  two  distinct  things,  either  the 
one  or  other  of  which  may  be  affirmed  in  the  declaration,  . 
or  d^iied  in  the  plea,  and  if  denied,  whichever  it  may  be, 
providesthatsuch  denial  must  be  by  special  traverse.  There 
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1847.        can  be  no  doubt  that,  considered  abstractly,  the  two  things 
are  very  different,  and  may  admit  of  different  specific  de- 
nials; but  in  erery  case  of  trespass  quare  clausum  tre^i, 
the  plaintiff  in  his  declaration  necessarily  affirms  a  pos- 
session rightful  as  against  the  defendant  who  disturbs  it, 
in  such  sense  as  to  make  his  entry  unlawful    It  cannot  be 
affirmed  that  he  knows  anything  of  the  right  or  title  which 
may  be  set  up  against  him,  and  on  which  the  defendant 
will  rely;  the  language  of  his  declaration  has  its  ascer- 
tained meaning  before  the  defendant's  case  is  disclosed  by 
his  plea;  and  that  meaning  does  not  vary  according  to  the 
greater  or  less  strength  of  the  defendant's  title,  though  the 
proof  required  to  support  it  may.  If  the  defendant  turns  ont 
to  be  a  mere  wrong  doer,  the  plaintiff  has  done  enough  in 
proof  of  a  rightful  possession  when  he  has  proved  the  mere 
fact  of  possession;  but  he  must  go  on  Airther  when  title  is 
set  up  against  him;  still,  in  both  cases,  all  that  he  does  all^ 
— ^and  this  he  must  always  allege — ^is  the  rightful  posses- 
sion against  the  disturber.     And,  as  this  is  the  case  on  the 
plaintiff's  part,  so  on  the  defendant's, — ^whenever  he  admits 
the  &ct  of  trespass  in  the  place  alleged,  and  does  not  ex- 
cuse it,  his  defence  must  be  a  denial  of  a  possession  right- 
ful as  against  him,  in  any  such  sense  as  to  make  his  entiy 
unlawful;  for,  if  he  does  not,  he  is  an  admitted  trespasser. 
K,  then,  the  rule  had  simply  prevented  the  general  issue 
from  averring  that  denial  of  rightful  possession,  which,  be- 
fore the  framing  thereof  the  plea  of  "  Not  guilty"  had  in- 
cluded, I  should  have  had  no  difficulty  in  saying,  that  what- 
ever plea  properly  traversed  the  possession  would  have  let 
in  any  evidence  which  shewed  the  rightful  possession  not  in 
the  plaintiff,  but  in  the  defendant  or  any  one  under  whom 
he  could  justify.     This  would  have  been  doing  merely  un- 
der the  substituted  plea  what  had  been  allowable  under 
the  plea  of  "  Not  guilty,"  which  had  been  pro  tanto  done 
away  with ;  and  in  this  view,  the  direction  would  be  clearly 
right.    The  declaration  has  averred  a  possession  rightful 
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as  against  the  defendant.  The  defendant  denies  such  a  1847. 
possession,  and  the  evidence  o£Pered  strictly  makes  out  that 
denial  But  this  interpretation,  it  is  obvious,  leaves  more 
than  half  the  mischief  which  the  rule  provided  against 
unremedied  The  plaintiff  is  still  left  in  the  dark  as  to 
what  case  he  must  prepare  himself  to  meet — what  evidence 
he  must  bring  to  support  his  possession;  and  when  it  is  con- 
sidered that  we  are  dealing  with  a  rule  firamed  with  much 
care  hy  very  learned  persons,  this  is  a  very  strong  presump- 
tion against  the  interpretation.  And  further,  if  this  were 
all  that  was  intended,  the  former  part  of  the  rule  might 
have  stood  alone:  nothing  is  gained  by  the  latter.  We 
must,  however,  treat  the  latter  as  added  purposely,  and  as 
intended  to  convey  specific  instruction  to  the  pleader,  and 
also  to  further  the  general  object  of  the  whole  body  of 
Pleading  Rules.  The  preamble  expresses  this  general  ob- 
ject to  be,  '^  that  the  several  facts  material  to  the  merits  of 
the  cause  may,  before  the  trial,  be  brought  to  the  notice  of 
the  respective  parties  more  directly  than  heretofore.^'  This 
is  one  of  the  most  useful  purposes  of  all  special  pleading. 
The  variety  of  defences  which,  before  the  New  Rules,  were 
covered  even  in  trespass  quare  clausum  fregit  by  the  plea 
of  "  Not  guilty,''  frustrated  that  purpose;  and  this  rule  was 
clearly  made  to  remedy  the  inconvenience.  Without  the 
latter  half,  something,  no  doubt,  would  have  been  effected; 
but  still  the  pleader  would  have  been  at  liberty  so  to  plead 
as  to  convey  no  information  to  the  plaintiff,  whether  the 
defendant  meant  to  deny  simply  the  bare  possession,  or, 
admitting  that,  to  set  up  a  superior  title,  and  so  shew  that 
it  was  not,  against  him,  a  rightful  possession.  It  seems  to 
me,  then,  reasonable  to  suppose  that  the  framers  of  the  rule 
intended  to  go  further,  and  to  make  their  remedy  complete 
by  compelling  the  defendant,  on  the  face  of  his  pleading, 
to  distinguish  between  the  two  defences;  and  that  it  is  for 
this  purpose  that  they  have  themselves  distinguished  be^ 
tween  possession  and  right  of  possession,  and  have  declared, 
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1847^  thftt  whichever  of  these  two  the  def<mdaat  means  to  deny, 
he  must  do  so  hj  traversing  it  specially;  that  is^  in  terms 
so  as  to  inform  the  plaintiff  on  which  of  the  two  defences 
he  means  by  the  traverse  to  rely.  The  expression  "  tra- 
versed specially"  caxmot  be  understood  technically,  as  di- 
recting a  "  special  traverse;"  and  I  fear  it  must  be  ad- 
mitted that  the  language  is  not  so  cardul  and  precise  as 
was  to  be  desired.  But  the  meaning  that  I  give  to  the 
whole  sentence  is  quite  consistent  with  the  language,  and 
has  the  merit  at  least  of  effectuating  the  professed  object 
of  the  rule,  which  the  construction  put  on  it  by  the  learned 
judge  not  only  fails  to  do,  but  makes  the  provision  itself 
redundant  and  inoperative.  Without  the  provision,  the 
pleader  would,  on  general  principles,  have  done  the  very 
thing  which  the  rule  so  construed  directs  him  to  do.  It 
may  be  said  that  I  restrain  the  fiili  natural  meaning  of  the 
plea  of  '^  not  possessed,"  by  restricting  it  to  a  denial  of  the 
bare  possession;  and  I  admit  that  I  do  so,  and  that  the  po- 
sition would  be  difficult  to  maintain,  if  tried  simply  by  the 
ordinary  rules  of  special  pleading ;  but  the  New  Rules  were 
framed  purposely  to  modify  those;  in  the  first  half  of  the 
sentence,  as  I  have  before  observed,  this  very  rule  restricts 
the  AiU  natural  meaning  of  '^  Not  guilty."  It  cannot  be  de- 
nied, that  if  in  terms  it  had  gone  on  to  restrict  also  the 
meaning  of  '^  not  possessed,"  the  firamera  might  have  done 
so  consistently  with  their  general  purpose,  and  the  course 
pursued  in  other  parts  of  what  I  may  call  their  code 
There  is,  therefore,  no  objection  &  priori  to  my  interpreta- 
tion.   The  only  question  is,  whether  the  words  bear  it 

Upon  full  consideration,  I  think  they  da  It  is  to  be 
understood  that  we  are  dealing  with  language  which  can 
neither  be  interpreted  technically  nor  literally.  Two  things 
are  mentioned  as  distinct  and  different,  which  may  be  ad- 
mitted or  denied.  The  defendant  is  at  liberty  to  deny 
both  or  either ;  but  it  is  just  that  the  plaintiff  should  know 
whether  he  intends  to  deny  both,  or,  if  not,  which.    The 
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rule  IB,  that,  if  he  intends  to  deny  either,  he  must  traverse  ^  1847. 
it  specially.  Those  words,  it  seems  to  me,  may  well  mean, 
that  he  must  deny  specifically  in  terms  that  which  he  calls 
on  the  plaintiff  to  prove;  and  I  think  it  unreasonable  to 
suppose  the  meaning  to  be,  that  he  may  traverse  in  such 
terms  as  leaves  it  uncertain  whether  he  means  to  deny  one 
or  both,  and  which,  if  only  one,  of  the  things  alleged. 

I  therefore  think  the  direction  of  the  learned  judge  was 
wrong. 

Pattbson,  J.,  said: — ^I  did  not  hear  the  case  argued;  but 
I  have  had  a  communication  with  the  Lord  Chief  Justice 
WUde  upon  the  matter,  and  he  has  stated  to  me  what  his 
opinion  is;  and  I  will  now  read  it: — "  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  judgment  in  this  case  ought  to  be  affirmed;  and  as  the 
grounds  on  which  that  opinion  rests  are  clearly  stated  in 
the  judgment  of  my  learned  brother  WHliamSy  I  do  not 
think  it  necessary  to  say  more  than  to  refer  to  that  judg- 
ment" 

Judgment  affirmed. 


INDEX 
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PRINCIPAL     MATTERS. 


ABATEMENT. 

See  Pleading  (7). 
Pkagtice  (1). 

ACCOUNT  STATED. 

See  Abbiteatiok  and  Awabd  (4). 

Ikbi  on  Simple  Contract  ,  when  not 
Maintainable. 

Where  a  sum  of  money  is  secured 
by  a  deed,  and  a  balance  is  struck  for 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining  how  much 
remains  due  thereon,  and  the  obligor 
admits  the  correctness  of  the  account, 
and  promises  to  pay  it — ^Debt  on  sim- 
ple contract^  on  an  account  stated,  will 
not  lie,  but  the  action  must  be  brought 
on  the  specialty.  MidcUeditch  y.  El- 
Us,  623 

AFFIDAVIT. 

See  Pleading. 
Revenue. 
Scire  Facias. 


ADMINISTRATION. 
See  Executor. 

AGREEMENT. 

See  Stamp. 
Tboyeb. 


Abgiract  of  Title,  when  sufficient. 

By  agreement  in  writing,  the  de- 
fendant agreed  to  sell,  and  the  plain- 
tiff to  purchase,  a  piece  of  land,  and 
to  pay  part  of  the  purchase-money 
down,  and  the  remainder  on  a  future 
day ;  and  it  was  agreed  that  the  plain- 
tiff should  have  immediate  possession, 
and  that  the  defendant  should  furnish 
the  plaintiff  with  a  JvU  and  sufficient 
abstract  of  title  to  the  land,  and,  upon 
payment  of  the  balance  of  the  pur- 
chase-money, a  conveyance  of  the  fee- 
simple  should  be  made;  that  all  ob- 
jections to,  and  requisitions  in  support 
of,  the  title,  not  delivered  in  writing 
in  a  month  after  the  deliveiy  of  the 
abstract^  should  be  deemed  to  be  waiv- 
ed. The  plaintiff  paid  the  deposit,  and 
took  possession  of  the  land.  The  de- 
fenduit,  in  due  time,  delivered  an  ab- 
stract, containing  a  statement  of  all 
the  deeds,  &c.  in  his  custody,  power,  or 
knowledge,  but  tracing  the  title  for  a 
period  less  than  sixty  years,  and  shew- 
ing it  to  be  in  a  trustee.  No  objec- 
tion was  made  within  the  month.  Af- 
terwards the  trustee  died  intestate; 
and  it  not  appearing  in  whom  the  le- 
gal estate  vested,  the  plaintiff  gave  no- 
tice that  he  rescinded  the  contract^  and 
brought  an  action  to  recover  back  the 
deposit,  and,  in  one  count  of  the  declar- 
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ation,  declared  specially  on  the  agree- 
ment, and  assigned  as  a  breach  the 
non-delivery  of  a  "  full  and  sufficient 
abstract"  of  the  defendant's  title  to 
the  land,  which  was  traversed  by  a 
plea.  The  second  count  was  for  mo- 
ney had  and  received : — Hdd,  that,  no 
objection  having  been  made  within  the 
month,  the  issue  was  satisfied  by  the 
abstract  delivered,  it  having  been  a 
full  and  &ir  statement  of  all  the  muni- 
ments which  the  defendant  had  in  his 
possession,  power,  or  knowledge,  and 
a  fair  statement  of  the  deduction  of  his 
title,  though  it  did  not  go  back  sixty 
years. 

Also,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not 
rescind  the  contract  and  recover  the 
deposit  under  the  count  for  money 
had  and  received,  inasmuch  as,  having 
taken  possession  of  the  land,  the  par- 
ties could  not  be  placed  in  statu  quo. 
Bladdmrn  v.  Snmik,  783 

ALLOTMENT,  LETTER  OP. 

C(mtaructi(m  qf. 

In  an  action  by  an  allottee  of  a  Rail- 
way Company  for  the  recovery  of  his 
deposit  (the  project  having  been  aban*^ 
doned),  it  appeared  that  the  shares  had 
been  allotted  to  him  upon  the  terms 
of  the  following  letter  of  allotment : — 
''  The  directors  assume  the  right  to 
carry  out  their  intentions  by  the  adop^ 
tion  of  all  such  measures  as  they  may 
deem  requisite  for  obtaining  the  ne- 
cessary parliamentary  powers  to  form 
a  company  for  the  construction  of  the 
entire  railway,  or  any  part  of  it,  with 
such  branches,  extensions,  or  altera- 
tions as  they  may  find  expedient,  and 
to  apply  the  amount  paid  for  deposits 
in  discharge  of  any  Habilities  incwred 
by  them  under  the  general  powers  vest- 
ed in  them  for  the  prosecution  of  the 
undertaking.  Asubscribers' agreement 
and  parliamentary  contract,  in  such 
form  and  with  such  provisions  as  the 
committee  may  think  neceBsaiy,  will 


be  prepared  and  lie  at  the  Company's 
offices  for  signature,  firom  kcy  both  in- 
clusive:'*— Ueldy  that,  upon  the  true 
construction  of  this  letter  of  allotment, 
the  directors  had  authority  to  lay  out 
the  deposits  in  such  necessary  expenses 
as  had  been  incurred  by  them  in  the 
prosecution  of  the  scheme,  and,  all  the 
deposits  having  been  so  expended,  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover, 
i/bnes  V.  Haarisony  52 

Wwds  "  not  tram/erable.'' 

A.,  by  letter,  requested  the  commit- 
tee of  a  Railway  Company  to  allot  him 
a  certain  nimiber  of  shares  in  the  un- 
dertaking, and  thereby  undertook  to 
receive  the  same,  or  any  less  number, 
and  to  pay  the  deposit  and  execute  the 
parliamentary  contract  and  agreement 
when  required.  In  answer  to  this  i^ 
plication,  he  reodved  a  ktter  from  the 
Company  allotting  him  certain  shares. 
This  letter  was  headed,  **JlS^oi  tram- 
fanibU^'—HMy  thai  this  tem  qtiJi- 
fied  the  acceptance,  and  that  the  two 
letters  did  not  together  constitute  any 
contract;  and,  therefore,  in  an  action 
by  the  Company  against  A.,  to  recov^ 
the  deposit,  that  they  were  not  entitled 
to  recover.    Duke  v.  Afidreioa^      290 

ALLOTTEE. 

Call. 
Partition. 

ANNUITY. 
See  Lunacy. 

APOTHECARY. 
See  Bond. 

ARBITRATION  AND  AWARD. 

(I).  Midakeo/AfhkrtUarinFowii/ 

Law, 

A  writ  having  issued  in  an  action  of 
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debt  againsl  an  incoiporated  Bailway 
Company,  the  defendants'  attorney  con- 
sented to  a  judge*s  order  referring  to 
arbitration  "  the  claims  of  the  plaintiff 
in  the  addon.**  The  plaintiff  claimed, 
before  the  arbitrator,  a  sum  for  extra 
work  occasioned  by  the  defendants* 
breach  of  coyenant  in  not  giving  the 
plaintiff  possession  of  certain  land  at 
a  Gtipnlated  time  The  arbitrator  en- 
tertained this  chum,  though  objected 
to,  and  awarded  the  plaintiff  a  sum  in 
respect  of  it.  The  Court  having  re- 
fused to  set  aside  the  award — Hdd  (on 
motion  to  enforce  it  under  the  1  &  2 
Yict  c  110),  first,  that  if  the  matter 
in  dispute  were  not  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  arbitrator,  the  defendants 
should  have  applied  to  the  Court  to  re- 
voke the  submission ;  but  not  having 
done  so,  and  the  plaintiff  having  set 
up  ^118  matter  as  "  a  daim  in  the  ac- 
tion,** and  the  arbitrator  having  so  de- 
cided in  respect  of  it^  his  award  was 
binding,  however  erroneous. 

Secondly,  that  the  submission  was 
valid,  though  the  attorney  had  no  au- 
thority, under  seal,  to  defend  or  refer 
the  cause.  FamdtY.TheEastefnCau/n' 
ties  Emhoof/  Compcm^,  344 

(2).  Unceriainiy  as  to  Costs  ofmaJcing 
Submission  a  Rule  of  Cowrt, 

By  agreement  in  writing,  certain 
disputes  were  referred  to  arbitration, 
'^  the  costs  of  the  submission,  reference, 
award,  and  of  making  the  submission 
a  rule  of  court,  to  be  in  the  discretion 
of  the  arbitrators.*'  The  arbitrators 
awarded  that  the  costs  of  the  submis- 
mon,  reference,  and  award,  should  be 
borne  by  the  parties  in  equal  propor- 
tions; and  that  the  costs  of  making 
the  submission  a  rule  of  court  should 
be  paid  by  such  of  the  parties  through 
iidiose  de&ult,  in  the  performance  of 
the  award,  the  same  should  become  ne- 
cessary: — Hddy  that  the  award  was  not 
final  or  certain  as  to  the  costs  of  mak- 


ing the  submission  a  nde  of  court,  and 
therefore  bad.  In  the  Matter  of  Smith 
and  WUsmi,  327 

(3).  Uncertainty — Demand  of  Stan 
avxxrded, 

A  cause  and  all  matters  in  differ- 
ence between  the  parties,  were  re- 
ferred to  two  arbitrators  and  an  um- 
pire :  the  costs  of  the  cause  to  abide 
the  result.  The  umpire  awarded  that 
all  further  proceedings  in  the  cause 
should  thenceforth  cease  and  be  no 
further  prosecuted,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff should  pay  to  the  defendant 
I2s.  0^.,  found  to  be  due  to  him.  A 
demand  was  made  of  21/.  16«.  2  J., 
being  the  costs  in  the  cause,  but  not 
of  the  I2s,  OXcL  A  rule  having  been 
obtained,  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to 
shew  cause  why  he  should  not  pay  the 
defendant  both  those  sums,  the  Court> 
considering  the  validity  of  the  award 
doubtfiil,  refused  to  make  the  rule  ab- 
solute even  as  to  the  sum  demanded. 
TattersaU  v.  Farldnson^  342 

(i),  Accoimt  stated.  Costs  qf  iaHamg  np 

Awcurd, 

An  award  is  not  evidence  of  an  ac- 
count stated  between  the  parties  to 
the  submission. 

By  articles  of  agreement  between  the 
plaintiff  of  the  one  part^  and  the  de- 
fendants of  the  other  parib,  certain  dif- 
ferences between  them  were  referred 
to  arbitration,  the  costs  of  the  refer- 
ence and  award  to  be  in  the  discretion 
of  the  arbitrators.  The  arbitrators,  af- 
ter finding  a  sum  due  from  the  defend- 
ants to  the  plainti^  awarded  that  the 
costs  of  the  reference  and  award,  in- 
cluding compensation  to  the  arbitra* 
tors,  should  be  borne  as  follows :  that 
is  to  say,  one  moiety  thereof  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  other  moiety  by  the 
defendants.  The  plaintiff  took  up  the 
award,  and  paid  the  whole  costs  of  it : 
— ffsid,  that  he  could  not  recover  a 
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moiety  of  the  coets  as  monej  paid  for 
the  use  of  the  defendants.  Baiea  v. 
TawrUey,  152 

(5).  Under  the  Lands  Clcmsea  Consoli- 
dation Adt. 

1.  A  Railway  Company,  in  pursuance 
of  the  18th  section  of  the  Lands  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act  (8  Vict.  c.  18),  gave 
notice  to  L.  and  H.,  the  parties  inter- 
ested in  certain  land  required  for  the 
railway,  to  treat  for  the  purchase  there- 
of    L.  and  H.  then  served  the  Com- 
pany with  a  notice,  stating  that,  as 
trustees  under  the  will  of  F.,  they 
claimed  an  estate  and  interest  in  cer- 
tain copyhold  lands  and  hereditaments, 
situate  &c.,  required  to  be  purchased 
by  the  Company,  and  they  claimed 
3344/.  17«.  %d.  as  the  amount  of  com- 
pensation for  the  said  lands  and  here- 
ditaments, and  desired  to  have  the 
same  compensation  settled  by  arbitra- 
tion^ and  appointed  T.  one  of  the  arbi- 
trators.     Another  arbitrator  having 
been  appointed  by  the  Company,  the 
two  arbitrators  nominated  an  umpire, 
who   proceeded  with   the   reference, 
when  W.  claimed  compensation,  al- 
leging that  he  had  a  leasehold  inter- 
est in  the  lands  in  question.     The 
umpire  awarded  1861/.  to  be  paid  by 
the  Company  to  L.  and  H.,  as  such 
trustees,  for  the  purchase  of  the  fee- 
simple  in  possession,  free  from  all  in- 
cumbrances, of  and  in  the  copyhold 
lands  and  hereditaments  required  to 
be   purchased  by  the   Company: — 
Hddf  that,  under   the    statute,   the 
award  was  bad,  the  umpire  not  having 
found  the  nature  of  the  interest  of  L. 
and  H.  in  the  lands,  and  awarded  a 
distinct  compensation   in  respect  of 
it;  but  the  Court  refused  to  set  the 
award  aside,  leaving  the  Company  to 
dispute  it  when  the  parties  should  at- 
tempt to  enforce  it. 

QuoBTBy  whether  it  was  binding  on 
the  parties  by  reason  of  their  conduct? 
In  the  MaUer  of  cm  ArbUrcUum  be- 
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way  Compoffiy  and  Landory  235 

2.  A  Railway  Company  having  given 
notice  to  the  owners  of  certun  land, 
delineated  in  a  plan  annexed,  to  treat 
for  the  purchase  thereof,  the  landhold- 
ers thereupon  gave  the  Company  a  no- 
tice, stating  that  their  interest  in  the 
said  Und  was  particularly  described  in 
a  schedule  of  claim  served  therewith; 
and  that  they  claimed  as  compensation 
for  the  same,  and  for  damage  sustained 
by  the  execution  of  the  railway,  2280^; 
and  that,  upon  payment  of  such  sum, 
they  were  willing  to  convey  all  thar 
estate  in  the  said  land;  and  that,  if  the 
amount  were  not  paid,  they  desired  the 
matter  to  be  settled  by  arbitration,  and 
required  the  Company  to  appoint  an 
arbitrator.     In  the  schedule  of  daim 
annexed  to  this  notice  were  included 
certain  pieces  of  land,  which  the  own- 
ers, under  the  93rd  section,  required 
the  Company  to  purchase  as  lands  se- 
vered by  the  railway,  and  respectively 
of  less  than  half  an  acre,     llie  Com- 
pany then  gave  the  landholders  a  no- 
tice, whereby,  after  reciting  Uie  land- 
owners' notice,  they  appointed  an  ar- 
bitrator, to  whom  was  to  be  referred 
the  amount  of  compensation  to  be  paid 
to  the  landowners  '^for  the  purchase  of 
tha  said  lands.'*     The  arbitrators  ap-. 
pointed  an  umpire,  who  received  evi- 
dence of  the  value  of  the  pieees  of  land 
less  than  half  an  acre,  and  awarded  one 
entire  sum  for  the  purchase  of  the  fee- 
simple  of  the  land  which  the  Company 
required  to  purchase,  and  also  of  the 
portions  of  land  which  the  owners  re- 
quired the  Company  to  purchase: — 
Held,  that  the  award  was  bad,  there 
being  no  valid  submission  in  req>ect 
of  the  last-mentioned  lands;  but  the 
Court  refused  to  set  the  award  aside, 
leaving  the  Company  to  dinpute  it  when 
the  parties  should  attempt  to  enforce 
it 

Whether  the  award  could  be  sup- 
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ported  by  reference  to  the  conduct  of 
the  parties^  qiuere.  In  tlte  MaUer  of  an 
ArbUralionhetween  T  k^  North  Staffordr- 
shire  RaalvxiyCoinfypcmyaTui  Wood,  244 

ARREST  OF  JUDGMENT. 
See  Pleading,  I.  (5). 

ASSESSED  TAX. 
Assessment  when  Final. 

An  assessment  under  the  Assessed- 
Tax  Acts  is  final  and  conclusive,  un- 
less appealed  against  in  the  manner 
prescribed  by  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  99, 
8.  24.  Therefore,  where  a  party  was 
assessed  to  the  duty  imposed  on 
"  horse-dealers," — Held,  that  the  de- 
cision of  the  assessor,  that  the  party 
was  a  horse-dealer,  however  erroneous, 
could  not  be  questioned  in  an  action. 

Qucerey  whether  a  person  who  for 
commission  sells  by  auction  or  private 
contract  the  horses  of  others  is  a 
"  horse  dealer"  within  the  Assessed- 
Tax  Acts. 

Replevin  lies  in  every  case  of  an 
alleged  wrongful  taking  of  goods. 
AUm  V.  Sha/rp,  352 

ASSETS  QUANDO. 
See  Executor. 

ATTORNEY. 

See  CouKTY  Court. 
Evidence,  (6). 

(1).    UncertiJiccUed. 

The  26th  section  of  the  6  &  7  Vict, 
c.  73,  only  disables  an  uncertificated 
attorney  from  suing  for  fees,  rewards, 
or  disbursements  for  any  business, 
matter,  or  thing  done  by  him  as  an 
attorney  or  solicitor  in  some  suit  or 
proceeding  in  one  of  the  Courts  men- 
tioned in  the  act,  and  not  for  business 
done  which  had  no  reference  to  such 
suits  or  proceedings.  Richards  v. 
L&rdSaffidd,  616 

VOL.  II. 


(2).  Authority  of,  to  rdease  Debtor. 

Where  a  party  was  taken  in  execu- 
tion on  a  ca.  sa.,  and  the  creditor's 
attorney,  bona  fide,  but  without  his 
authority,  entered  into  an  arrange- 
ment with  the  debtor  for  his  release, 
upon  his  paying  a  portion  of  the  debt, 
and  giving  a  warrant  of  attorney  for 
the  residue,  and  the  sheriff,  in  obe- 
dience to  an  order  from  the  attorney, 
discharged  him — Held,  in  an  action 
against  the  sheriff,  that  he  was  liable 
for  the  escape.    Connop  v.  Challis,  484 

(3).  Liability  of,  for  Fees  when  em- 
ploying BaUiffl 

Where  a  bailiff  is  employed  by  an 
attorney  to  issue  execution  against  a 
defendant,  the  attorney,  and  not  the 
client,  is  liable  to  the  bailiff  for  his 
fees.     Madle  v.  Mann,  608 

ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 
See  Revenue. 

ALLOTMENT. 
See  Elegit. 

BANK. 
Lien  on  Shares  and  Dividends. 

The  deed  of  settlement  of  a  bank- 
ing copartnership  provided  "  that  the 
directors  should  have  a  lien  on  the 
shares  and  stock  of  every  shareholder, 
for  debts  due  from  him  to  the  Com- 
pany;" and  that  'Hhe  directors  might 
cancel  and  declare  forfeited  or  sell  the 
shares  of  such  shareholder,  or  other- 
wise deal  with  the  same  as  the  case 
might  require,  for  obtaining  payment 
of  such  debts :" — Held,  that  the  bank 
had  a  lien,  not  only  on  the  shares,  but 
also  on  the  dividends  of  a  shareholder 
who  had  overdrawn  his  account;  and 
therefore  that  he  could  not  recover 
such  dividends  as  money  had  and  re- 
III  exch. 


840 


BANKRUPT. 


ceived  to  his  use.     Hague  y.  Dande- 
son,  741 

BANKER 

WTten  Extent  in  Chief  may  issue 
against, 

1.  An  extent  in  chief  may  issue 
against  a  banker  for  the  recovery  of 
interest  allowed  by  him  on  the  half- 
yearly  balance  of  a  tax-collector's  ac- 
county  in  which  his  own  and  the  Crown 
monies  are  blended  together.  Also 
to  recover  the  amount  of  a  banker's 
promissory  note  in  the  hands  of  a  tax- 
collector,  and  received  by  him  in  pay- 
ment of  taxes.   Regina  v.  Adanis,  299 

2.  A  tax-collector  was  accustomed 
to  pay  monies  received  on  account  of 
taxes  to  R.,  who  paid  the  same  into 
his  banker's  to  his  private  account, 
with  knowledge  of  the  banker  that 
the  same  were  blended  with  the  monies 
of  R.  The  banker  having  become  in- 
solvent— Held,  that  an  extent  in  chief 
might  issue  against  him  for  the  reco- 
very of  the  Crown  monies,  the  amount 
being  a  question  for  a  jury.  Hex  v. 
Ward,  301,  n. 

BANKRUPT. 
See  Stoppage  in  Transitu. 

(1).  Promise  by,  before  Certificate, 

Assumpsit  The  declaration  set 
forth  a  guarantee,  whereby,  in  con- 
sideration that  a  banking  copartner- 
ship would  make  advances  to  the  de- 
fendant, the  plaintiff  undertook  to 
guarantee  the  copartnership  the  due 
payment  of  sums  advanced  not  exceed- 
ing 250;.  Averment,  that  the  co- 
partnership made  advances  to  the 
defendant,  who  afterwards  became 
bankrupt,  and  that,  at  the  time  of  his 
bankruptcy,  there  was  due  to  the  Com- 
pany, for  such  advances,  a  sum  exceed- 
ing 250/.;  that,  after  the  issuing  of 
the  fiat,  the  defendant,  in  considera- 
tion of  the  premises,  promised  the 


plaintiff,  that  if,  by  virtue  of  the  gua- 
rantee, the  plaintiff  should  be  adled 
upon  to  pay  the  copartnership  the 
said  sum  of  250^.,  the  defendant  would 
repay  the  same  to  the  plaintiff  when 
it  should  be  in  his  power,  notwith- 
standing he  should  previously  obtain 
his  certificate,  and  also  interest  on  the 
said  sum;  and  that  the  plaintiff,  being 
called  upon  under  the  guarantee,  paid 
to  the  copartnership  250/.,  of  which 
the  defendant  had  notice.  Breach, 
nonpayment  On  general  demurrer, 
— Ueldy  no  objection  to  the  promise 
that  it  was  made  before  certificate. 
Also,  that  the  mere  liability  to  repay 
the  plaintiff  was  an  equally  good  con- 
sideration to  support  the  promise  as 
an  existing  debt  Also,  that  the  con- 
ditional promi^  to  pay  when  the  de- 
fendant was  able  was  good,  as  sup- 
ported by  the  original  consideration. 
Also,  that  the  promise  to  pay  interest 
was  supported  by  the  same  considera- 
tion as  the  original  promise.  Earls 
V.  Oliver y  71 

(2).  Debt,  tohen  barred  by  6  Geo.  4, 
c.  16,  ss,  52  and  121. 

To  a  count  for  money  paid,  the 
defendant  pleaded  his  bankruptcy  and 
certificate,  and  that  the  money  was 
paid  aft;er  the  fiat  on  account  of  a  debt 
due  firom  the  defendant  to  a  Banking 
Company,  and  for  which  the  pbrintiff 
was  liable.  Replication,  that  the  lia- 
bility arose  firom  the  plaintiff^s,  before 
the  fiat,  signing  a  guarantee  for  the 
defendant  at  his  request,  whereby,  in 
consideration  of  the  Company  maldng 
advances  to  the  defendant  on  account, 
the  plaintiff  guaranteed  the  sum  ad- 
vance, so  that  his  liability  did  not 
exceed  250^.;  and  that,  in  the  event 
of  the  defendant's  bankruptcy,  and  the 
debt  to  the  Banking  Company  exceed- 
ing 250^.,  the  Company  might  elect 
which  part  of  the  account  might  be 
secured  by  the  guarantee,  and  might 
prove  the  whole  of  the  money  due  on 
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any  securities  against  the  defendant's 
estate,  and  apply  all  the  dividends  in 
consideration  of  the  debt  beyond  the 
2501.,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should 
only  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  any 
proof  or  dividend  after  the  Company 
should  have  received  the  full  amount 
owing  to  them,  and  that  the  Company 
might  recover  the  fiill  amount  guaran- 
teed from  the  plaintiff;  that  large 
advances  were  made  by  the  Banking 
Company,  and  that  they  proved  the 
whole  sums  due  to  them,  and  forced 
the  plaintiff  to  pay  the  2501,  for  which 
he  was  security  to  the  bankers  for  the 
bankrupt.  On  demurrer  to  the  repli- 
cation,— Jffdd,  that  the  plaintiff's  debt 
was  barred  by  the  52nd  and  121st 
sections  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  6  Qeo.  4, 
c.  16.     EarleY,(Mvfr,  71 

(3).  When  Debt  not  within  Order  cmd 
DisposUion  of  the  Bamkrupt, 

H.,  residing  in  Australia,  was  in- 
debted to  A.  in  771/.  3«.  ^d.  On  the 
8th  January,  1844,  A.,  bon4  fide,  and 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  assigned 
the  debt  to  W.,  and  on  the  22nd  Jan- 
nary  joined  W.  in  a  letter  notifying  to 
H.  the  assignment,  and  requiring  him 
to  pay  the  debt  to  W.  This  letter  was 
posted  on  the  1st  February,  1844,  in 
the  ordinary  way  in  which  letters  to 
New  South  Wales  are  posted,  and  could 
not  have  reached  Australia  before  the 
10th  Februaiy,  on  which  day  a  fiat  in 
bankruptcy  issued  against  A.  On  the 
29th  January,  1844,  H.  remitted,  by 
letter,  50/.,  which  was  received  after 
the  fiat  and  delivered  over  to  W.  The 
assignees  of  A.  having  sued  W.  for  the 
amount — Held,  that,  W.  having  taken 
every  possible  step  to  obtain  possession 
of  the  debt,  it  could  not  be  said  to  re- 
main in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the 
bankrupt  with  the  consent  of  the  true 
owner,  within  the  meaning  of  the  72nd 
section  of  the  6  Qeo.  4,  c.  16.  Belcher 
V.  BeUamy,  303 


(4).  '' Tramactton;'  within  2^3  Vict. 
c.  29,  what  ie. 

A  trader  took  possession  of  goods 
under  an  agreement  with  the  owner 
that  he  should  keep  possession  for  a 
twelvemonth,  on  payment  of  a  certain 
sum,  but  if  the  money  was  not  paid  on 
a  certain  day,  the  owner  should  be  at 
liberty  to  retake  them.  The  goods  con- 
tinued in  the  possession  of  the  trader 
imtil  the  stipulated  time  for  pa3anent, 
when  the  money  not  having  been  paid, 
the  owner  sold  them,  after  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  committed  by  the  trader, 
but  before  the  fiat  issued: — Held,  that 
this  was  a  "transaction"  protected  by 
the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29,  s.  1.  Young  y, 
Hope,  105 

(5).  Deed  of  Tramfer  under  6  Geo,  4, 

c.  16. 

A  deed  for  the  transfer  of  a  trader's 
property  is  not  void  as  against  future 
creditors,  although  the  execution  of  it 
be  an  act  of  bankruptcy  under  the  3rd 
section  of  the  stat.  6  Greo.  4,  c.  16. 
Oswald  Y,  Thompson,  215 

(6).  Reputed  Ownership, 

A.,  a  horsedealer  and  jobber,  by  a 
deed  of  trust,  assigned  all  his  stock  in 
trade,  &c.  to  certain  trustees,  for  the 
benefit  of  his  creditors,  imtil  all  his 
then  debts  should  be  paid  off,  to  hold 
on  certain  trusts,  inter  alia,  that,  so 
long  as  A.  should  observe  the  orders 
of  the  trustees,  he  was  to  be  allowed 
to  carry  on  and  conduct  the  business, 
subject  to  their  orders,  but  that  they 
should  have  the  power  to  determine 
his  possession  on  his  failing  to  observe 
their  orders ;  that  all  monies  received 
in  the  business  were  to  be  paid  to  the 
account  of  the  trustees,  and  all  monies 
paid  by  their  cheques;  and  that  A.  was 
to  receive  a  certain  weekly  salary.  The 
creditors  also  advanced  a  large  sum  of 
money  to  carry  on  the  business.  The 
business  was  carried  on  by  A.  for  some 
iii2 
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time^  his  name  being  over  the  door  at 
the  place  of  business,  and  he  had  deal- 
ings with  various  persons  as  if  he  car- 
ried on  the  business  on  his  own  ac- 
count; but  on  his  neglecting  to  observe 
the  orders  of  the  trustees,  they  deter- 
mined his  right  to  carry  on  the  busi- 
ness, and  he  admitted,  in  writing,  that 
they  had  a  right  to  and  did  assume  the 
possession  of  the  stock  in  trade,  &c. 
The  trustees  thereupon  gave  notice  to 
the  parties  who  had  some  of  the  horses, 
part  of  the  stock  in  trade,  that  they  be- 
longed to  them.     Two  days  after  this 
notice  A.  committed  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy.    On  an  interpleader  issue,  to 
try  whose  horses  these  were — Held,thtLt 
the  deed  did  not  create  a  partnership 
between  A.  and  the  trustees ;  that  the 
trustees,  by  allowing  A.  to  carry  on 
the  business  in  his  own  name,  were  not 
estopped  firom  denying  that  the  horses 
were  A.'s;  and,  lastly,  that  the  horses 
were  not  in  the  possession,  order,  and 
disposition  of  the  bankrupt  at  the  time 
of  the  bankruptcy,  within  the  meaning 
of  6  Geo.  4,  c.  1 0,  s.  72.  Price  v.  Groom, 
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BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE  AND 
PROMISSORY  NOTEa 

See  Pleading,  L  (2);  II.  (3); 
IIL  (4). 

(1).  Indorsement  in  Blcmk, 

A  bill  of  exchange,  having  been  in- 
dorsed in  blank,  was  afterwards  in- 
dorsed by  the  defendant  specially  to 
"Barber  and  Walker  &  Co."  The 
plainti£Gs,  who  carried  on  business  un- 
der the  respective  firms  of  **  Barber 
and  Walker  &  Co."  and  «  The  East- 
wood Company"  indorsed  the  bill  by 
the  name  of  the  "Eastwood  Com- 
pany." The  bill  was  duly  presented, 
but  payment  refused  for  want  of  an 
indorsement  by  "  Barber  and  Walker 
&  Co:"— Held,  that,  the  bill  having 


been  indorsed  in  blank,  its  negotiability 
could  not  afterwards  be  restrained  by 
a  special  indorsement,  and  that  the  pre* 
sentment  was  such  as  to  render  the  de- 
fendant liable  on  his  indorsement  to  the 
plaintiff.     Walker  y,  Macdanald,    527 

(2).  J^ote  Payable  to  Makers  Order. 

A  declaration  alleged  that  the  de- 
fendant made  his  promissory  note  in 
writing,  and  thereby  promised  to  pay 
to  the  heaa^r  thereof  1 50/.,  two  montiis 
after  date,  and  delivered  the  note  to 
K.,  who  thereby  became  the  bearer 
thereof^  and  who  indorsed  and  delivered 
it  to  the  plaintifi^  who  thereby  became 
the  bearer  thereof.  At  the  trial,  the 
plaintiff  produced  in  evidence  a  note 
payable  to  the  defendant's  own  order, 
and  indorsed  by  him  in  blank,  and 
afterwards  indorsed  by  K.  The  note 
bore  a  4«.  %d.  stamp: — Held,  that 
though  until  indorsement  the  note 
was  an  incomplete  instrument,  upon 
which  no  right  to  sue  could  exist,  yet 
the  effect  of  the  indorsement  was  to 
render  it  a  valid  promissory  note  pay- 
able to  bearer,  and  consequently  it 
was  properly  described  in  the  declara- 
tion, and  properly  stamped. 

Such  a  note,  before  indorsement, 
amounts  to  a  promise  to  pay  the  sum 
therein  mentioned  to  the  person  to 
whom  the  maker  should  afterwards  by 
indorsement  order  it  to  be  paid,  sncji 
indorsement  being  intended  to  have 
the  same  operation  as  if  put  on  a  com- 
plete note.  If  the  indorsement  should 
be  to  a  particular  person^  or  to  A.  R 
or  his  order,  it  would  be  a  note  pay- 
able to  that  person,  or  to  A.  B.  or  his 
order;  and  if  in  blank,  it  would  be 
payable  to  bearer,  in  like  manner  as  a 
sum  secured  by  a  complete  note  would 
have  been  by  similar  indorsement : — 
SemJble,  that  the  holder  might  fill  up 
the  blank  indorsement  by  writing  over 
it  his  own  name,  and  so  make  it  pay- 
able to  himself.     Hooper  v.  WHUama, 
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(3).  InaufficierU  Notice  of  Dishonour, 

The  holder  of  an  overdue  bill  of 
exchange  went  during  business  hours 
to  the  counting-house  of  the  drawer, 
for  the  purpose  of  giving  notice  of 
dishonour,  and  finding  the  counting- 
house  shut,  he  knocked  at  the  door, 
and  no  one  answering,  he  came  away 
without  leaving  any  notice: — Heldy 
that  these  facts  did  not  support  an 
allegation  of  due  notice,  but  were 
equivalent  to  a  dispensation  of  notice, 
and  ought  to  have  been  so  pleaded. 

Sembky  that  the  holder  might  have 
treated  the  absence  of  the  drawer  from 
his  place  of  business  as  an  excuse  for 
delivery  of  notice  on  the  proper  day, 
and  that  a  delivery  at  the  first  oppor- 
tunity, on  a  subsequent  day,  would 
have  supported  an  averment  of  due 
notice.     Allen  v.  Edmunddon,       719 

BOND. 

Not  to  practise  as  a  Surgeon  within 
certain  Limits,  ^. 

To  debt  on  bond,  by  the  executors 
of  the  obligee,  the  defendant,  after 
setting  out  on  oyer  the  condition, 
which  was,  that "  if  the  obligor  should 
practise  as  a  surgeon  or  apothecary  at 
S.,  at  any  time,  without  the  consent  in 
writing  of  the  obligee,  then,  if  the  ob- 
ligor should  pay  the  obligee  1000/., 
the  bond  should  be  void,  otherwise  it 
should  remain  in  force,"  pleaded,  that 
he  did  not  practise  as  a  surgeon  or 
apothecary  at  S.  without  the  consent 
in  writing  of  the  obligee: — Held  bad, 
on  general  demurrer,  for  not  shew- 
ing the  performance  of  the  condition 
which  rendered  the  bond  void — Held, 
also,  that  the  period  of  restraint,  men- 
tioned in  the  condition,  was  not  con- 
fined to  the  lifetime  of  the  obligee. 
Hastings  Y.  Whitley,  611 

BOUGHT  AND  SOLD  NOTES. 
JSee  Evidence,  (2). 


BREACH. 
See  Pleading,  (1). 

BURTHEN. 
See  Ferry. 

CALL. 

"  Call,"  tjohere,  need  not  specify  Fktoe 
or  Time /or  Payrnent. 

Under  the  Companies  Clauses  Con- 
solidation Act  (8  &  9  Vict.  c.  16),  a  re- 
solution by  directors  to  make  "  a  call" 
need  not  specify  either  the  time  or 
place  for  payment;  but  the  directors 
must  appoint  a  time  and  place,  which 
must  be  notified  to  the  shareholder  by 
a  notice,  allowing  twenty-one  days  for 
payment  A  purchaser  of  scrip  cer- 
tificates for  shares  in  a  Railway  Com- 
pany is  not  liable  for  calls  until  his 
name  is  entered  on  the  sealed  register 
of  shares.  Whether  an  original  allot- 
tee would  in  such  case  be  liable,  qtuere. 
The  Neiwry  and  EnniskiUen  Railway 
Compofny  v.  Edmunds,  118 

CARRIERS'  ACT. 
"Servant''  of  Carrier. 

Where  a  common  carrier  enters  into 
a  sub-contract  with  other  parties  with 
respect  to  goods  which  he  has  under- 
taken to  carry,  the  servants  employed 
by  the  latter  are  "  servants  in  the  em- 
ploy" of  the  carrier,  within  the  true 
meaning  of  the  8th  section  of  the  Car- 
riers' Act,  11  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  68. 

A  delivery  ticket,  issued  by  tjbe  de- 
fendants, a  Railway  Company,  in  re- 
spect of  goods  they  had  undertaken  to 
carry,  contained  the  name  of  T.  J.,  de- 
scribed therein  as  a  porter.  The  tick- 
et was  signed  by  "  C.  &TL.,  agents." 
The  goods  were  stolen  by  T.  J.  whilst 
under  the  care  of  C.  &  H.,  with  whom 
the  defendants  had  entered  into  a  sub- 
contract for  the  carriage  of  the  goods. 
In  an  action  against  the  defendants 
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for  the  loss  of  the  goods,  quaere,  whe- 
ther the  ticket  estopped  the  defend- 
ants from  denying  that  T.  J.  was  their 
servant: — Semble,  that  it  would  not 
Machu  V.  TheLondon  cmd  South  West- 
ern RMuxvy  Compamy,  415 

CERTIORARI. 
See  County  Coubt. 

CONSIDERATION. 
See  Bankrupt. 

CONVERSION. 
See  Troveb. 

CORPORATION. 
See  Arbitrament  and  Award. 

COSTS. 
See  County  Court. 

CO-SURETY. 

When  liable  for  CovUribiUion. 

One  of  the  coHSureties  of  a  bond  re- 
ceived from  his  principal  a  promissoiy 
note  to  the  amount  of  that  instrument: 
— Hdd,  that  it  was  a  question  for  the 
jury  to  say  quo  animo  the  note  was 
^ven,  and  whether  it  was  given  in 
pursuance  of  an  arrangement  that  the 
defendant  should  be  thereby  dis- 
charged, or  merely  by  way  of  collate- 
ral security,  in  which  latter  case  the 
defendant  would  be  liable  for  contri- 
bution on  pa3rment  of  the  bond  by  his 
co-surety.     Ihne  v.  WaUey,  198 

COMMITTEE-MAN  OF  RAIL- 
WAY  COMPANY. 

Liability  of  , 

In  an  action  against  a  provisional 
committee-man  of  a  Railway  Com- 
pany, it  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the 
jury,  whether  he  has  appointed  the 
committee  of  management  with  power 
to  pledge  his  credit  upon  a  contract 


entered  into  by  them.     WUHama  t. 
Pigott,  Bart.,  201 

COMPENSATION. 
See  Arbitration  and  Award,  (5). 

CONDITION. 
See  Bond. 

CONSTABLR 
See  Poor  Rate. 

CONTRIBUTION. 
See  Co-Surety. 

COPYHOLD. 
^00  Pleading,  U.  (1). 

COUNSEL. 
See  Practice. 

COUNTY  COURT. 

(1).  Semoval  o/ Plaint  by  CerUorarL 

A  certiorari  to  remove  a  plaint  from 
the  county  courts  under  the  9  db  10 
Vict  c.  95,  s.  90,  may  issue  upon  an 
ex  parte  appUcation  to  a  judge. 

It  is  no  objection  to  such  writ  that 
it  is  tested  in  the  term  prior  to  that 
in  which  it  issued.  Symonds  v.  Dkna- 
dale,  533 

(2).  Prohibitum,  Proof  of  Service  of 
Swninume  to  aatisfibdion  of  Judge 
of  Cownty  Court. 

A  summons  in  a  plaint  in  a  county 
court,  under  the  %  k  10  Vict,  a  95, 
having  been  served  at  a  wrong  plac^ 
the  defendant  had  no  knowledge  of 
the  proceedings  until  hiB  goods  were 
taken  in  execution.  Before  judgment, 
proof  was  given,  to  the  satisfisM^tion  of 
the  judge,  that  the  summons  had  been 
served  as  required  by  the  80th  section. 
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The  judge  refused  to  set  aside  the  pro- 
ceedings, except  on  terms  to  which 
the  defendant  declined  to  accede: — 
HMy  that  the  judge  had  jurisdiction 
over  the  matter,  and  that  a  prohibition 
would  not  lie. 

Whether  a  prohibition  lies  under 
any  circumstance  to  a  county  court 
after  execution  levied,  qucere,  Ro- 
binson y.  Lenaghany  333 

(3).  SiiggesUon. 

A  plfuntiff  having  obtained  a  ver- 
dict for  30«.  in  an  action  for  money 
paid,  a  rule  was  made  absolute  to  enter 
on  ihe  roll  a  suggestion  that  the  de- 
fendant resided  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Middlesex  County  Court,  and 
"  that  the  plaintiff  pay  the  defendant 
his  costs  of  suit,  pursuant  to  the  23 
Geo.  2,  c.  23,  and  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  97;" 
— Ifeldf  that,  as  the  defendant's  right 
to  the  costs  depended  on  the  event  of 
the  trial  of  the  suggestion,  the  Court 
had  no  power,  by  rule,  to  order  the 
plaintiff  to  pay  them.  Samson  v. 
Price,  338 

(4).  Affidavit  for  Suggestion. 

A  defendant,  who  seeks  by  sugges- 
tion to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  costs, 
under  the  9  &  10  Vict  c.  95,  s.  129, 
need  not»  in  his  affidavit  in  support 
of  the  motion  to  enter  such  suggestion, 
negative  any  grounds  for  refusing  the 
suggestion,  which  are  not  mentioned 
in  these  sections.  A  prima  facie  case 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  is  suffi- 
cient to  entitle  him  to  enter  a  sugges- 
tion. 

The  Court  allowed  a  suggestion  to 
be  entered,  although  part  of  the  cause 
of  action  arose  on  a  bill  of  exchange, 
and  the  Court  expressed  a  doubt 
whether  such  matter  was  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  county  court.  But- 
ler v.  Comeyf  474 

(5).  Privilege  of  Attorney, 
The  County  Courts  Act,  9  &  10 


Vict  c.  95,  has  not  deprived  attor- 
nies  of  their  privilege  of  suing  in  the 
superior  coiuts.    Jones  v.  Broioti,  329 

COVENANT,  DEBT  ON. 

See  Pleading,  (1). 

(1).    When  Action  not  mairUaifuMe 

upon. 

No  action  will  lie  on  a  covenant  by 
C.  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  to  A.,  B., 
and  himself  C,  or  the  survivors  or 
survivor  of  them  on  their  joint  ac- 
count.  FcmUkner  v.  Lowe,  595 

(2).  Construction. 

A  declaration  in  covenant  set  out 
an  agreement,  dated  the  27th  of  April, 
1840,  whereby,  after  reciting  that  the 
defendant  was  indebted  to  the  plain- 
tiffs in  60/.,  to  be  repaid,  with  interest, 
at  5L  per  cent,  it  was  agreed,  "  that 
the  said  sum  of  60Z.  shall  remain  in 
the  hands  of  H.,  the  defendant,  from 
the  date  hereof,  for  one  whole  year; 
that,  at  the  expiration  of  that  period 
(if  the  interest  shall  be  then  paid,  and 
no  notice  be  then  given  to  call  in  the 
same),  the  60/.  shall  continue  in  the 
hands  of  H.  for  another  year,  and  so 
on  from  year  to  year,  until  notice,  in 
writing,  shall  be  given  by  B.  (the  plain- 
tiff) to  call  in  the  same;  that  twelve 
calendar  months'  notice,  in  writing, 
shall  be  given  to  call  in  the  60/.;  and 
that,  at  the  expiration  of  the  said  no- 
tice, the  same  shall  be  paid  by  instal- 
ments of  10/.  every  third  month,  untU 
the  whole  amount  be  paid,  the  first 
pa3rment  of  10/.  to  be  made  at  the 
expiration  of  fifteen  months  firom  the 
date  of  the  said  notice,  so  that  the 
whole  amount  of  60/.  shall  be  paid  by 
the  end  of  two  years  and  six  months 
from  the  date  of  the  said  notice.** 
Averment,  that  notice  in  writing, 
dated  the  29th  of  May,  1846,  was 
served  upon  the  defendant  to  call  in 
the  principal  sum  of  60/. ;  and  that. 
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although  twelve  calendar  months  from 
the  date  of  such  notice  and  service 
thereof  elapsed  before  the  commence* 
ment  of  the  suit,  and  although  six 
months  from  the  expiration  of  the 
said  twelve  months  had  also  elapsed, 
and  although  two  instalments  had  be- 
come due,  yet  the  defendant  had  not 
paid  the  same.  On  demurrer,  Jiddy 
{PlaU,  B.,  dissentienteV  that,  after 
the  expiration  of  the  nrst  year,  the 
notice  to  pay  off  the  principal  might 
be  given  at  any  period  of  the  year, 
and  that  the  time  for  pa3anent  of  the 
instalment  was  to  be  calculated  from 
the  date  of  the  notice,  not  from  the 
day  of  the  year  corresponding  with 
the  date  of  the  agreement.  Brown  v. 
ffartill,  434 

(3).  ConstrucUon, 

A  declaration  stated,  that,  by  an  in- 
denture between  the  plaintiff  and  the 
defendants,  the  plaintiff  sold  the  de- 
fendants certain  letters  patent,  and 
the  defendants  covenanted  to  pay  the 
plaintiff  840/.  by  instalments;  pro- 
vided, that,  if  at  the  expiration  of 
twelve  months  from  the  date  of  the 
indenture  the  defendants  should  not 
approve  of  the  patent,  and  of  such 
their  disapprobation,  and  intention  to 
sell  the  patent,  should  give  notice  in 
writing  to  the  plaintiff,  the  pa3anent 
of  the  first  instalment  should  be  sus- 
pended; and  if,  having  given  sudi 
notice,  the  defendants  should,  within 
six  months,  sell  the  patent  for  the  best 
price  that  could  be  obtained  for  the 
same,  and,  retidning  to  themselves 
240/.  and  certain  costs,  pay  over  to 
the  plaintiff  the  surplus  (if  any),  the 
covenant  for  payment  of  the  840/. 
should  cease;  but  if  the  defendants, 
having  given  such  notice,  should  ne- 
glect or  refuse  to  observe  all  the  other 
matters  and  things  in  the  proviso,  the 
covenant  for  payment  of  the  840/. 
should  stand.  Averment,  that  the 
defendants  gave  due  notice  of  their 


disapprobation  of  the  patent^  and  of 
their  intention  to  sell  the  same ;  that 
six  months  from  the  date  of  the  no- 
tice had  elapsed,  and  the  defendants 
had  not  sold  the  patent.  Breach,  non- 
payment of  the  840/.  Flea,  that  the 
defendants  were  ready  and  willing,  and 
endeavoured  to  sell  the  patent,  but 
that  no  sale  could  be  effected,  and  the 
same  remained  unsold,  without  any 
de&ult,  and  against  the  will  of  the 
defendants: — Hddj  that  the  defend- 
ants, not  having  sold  the  patent,  were 
liable  to  pay  the  840/.,  and  therefore 
the  plea  was  bad.     Cherry  v.  Heming, 

557 

DATE  OF  LETTER 
See  Evidence,  (3). 

DEBT. 
See  Pleading,  (1),  (2). 

DEED. 
See  Bankrupt,  (5). 

CongtrucUon  of. 

To  a  declaration  on  an  indenture 
made  between  the  plaintiff  and  the 
defendants,  provisional  directors  of  a 
projected  Railway  Company,  called 
The  Direct  NorUiem,  aifter  reciting 
that  plaintiff  was  owner  of  certain 
lands  through  which  that  railway  and 
another,  called  The  Great  Northern^ 
were  intended  to  pass,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  would  support  the  former, 
and  oppose  the  latter  line,  it  was  co- 
venanted, that,  if  the  Direct  North- 
em's  bill  should  pass  before  six  months 
from  the  date  of  the  deed,  the  Com- 
pany should  pay  the  plaintiff  certain 
large  sums  of  money,  in  certain  spe- 
cified cases,  for  the  injury  done  to  and 
for  the  purchase  of  his  land;  that  if 
the  Great  Northern's  bill  should  pass 
within  eighteen  months  from  the  same 
date,  The  Direct  Northern  was  to 
pay  the  plaintiff,  within  three  months 
alter  that  event,  certain  sumsof  money, 
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in  certain  specified  cases,  for  compen- 
sation, &C.:  providedy  that,  if  no  act 
authorising  the  Direct  Northern  to 
make  their  line  should  he  passed  with- 
in six  months  from  the  date  of  the  in- 
denture, either  party  might  put  an 
end  to  the  agreement  by  giving  no- 
tice in  writing;  and  that,  after  the 
giving  of  such  notice,  the  agreement, 
and  everything  contained  in  it,  should 
be  absolutely  null  and  void,  except  the 
proviso  and  a  covenant  as  to  certain 
costs  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff;  and 
lastlt^,  that  if  the  Companies  should 
be  amalgamated,  that  then,  three 
months  after  such  event,  the  amal- 
gamated Companies  should  pay  cer- 
tain sums  of  money,  in  certain  events: 
one  of  these  being,  the  sum  of  6000^. 
if  the  line  followed  the  course  of  the 
Direct  line  without  a  branch  to  Stam- 
ford; and  that  in  such  case  all  the 
covenants  applicable  were  to  be  i>er- 
formed  by  the  amalgamated  Compa- 
nies. The  declaration,  after  alleging 
that  the  Companies  were  amalgamat- 
ed, that  the  line  took  the  course  of  the 
Direct  Northern  without  a  branch  to 
Stamford,  and  that  the  period  of  three 
months  had  elapsed,  concluded  with 
laying  as  a  breach  the  non-payment 
of  the  6000/.  The  defendants  pleaded, 
that  no  act  of  Parliament  authorising 
The  Direct  Northern  to  make  their 
intended  line  was  passed  within  six 
calendar  months ;  and  that  the  defend- 
ants gave  the  plaintiff  notice  that  they 
were  desirous  to  put  an  end  to  the 
agreement,  and  that  no  part  of  the 
line  had  passed  through  plaintiff's  es- 
tate, or  that  it  had  been  injured  un- 
der the  act: — Held,  on  error  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamber  (reversing  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer), 
that  the  plea  waa  bad  in  substance, 
and  afforded  no  answer  to  the  action. 
The  Ea/rl  ofLindsey  v.  Capper ^      801 

DEMAND. 
See  MoNKT  had  and  Beceivid. 


DEMURRER,  SPECIAL. 
See  Practice,  (3). 

DEVISE. 

(1).  Estate  in  Fee-eiiiiph. 

A  testator,  by  his  will,  dated  the 
26th  July,  1825,  devised  as  follows: 
— "  I  give  and  devise  unto  my  wife 
E.,  to  W.  H.  and  J.  C,  their  heirs, 
executors,  and  administrators,  all  my 
real  and  personal  estates  whatsoever, 
upon  trust  to  pay  the  rents,  interest, 
and  produce  thereof  unto  my  said 
wife  during  her  lifetime,  and  after 
her  decease  to  pay  and  apply  the  rents, 
issues,  and  profits  thereof  for  and  to- 
wards the  maintenance  of  my  chil- 
dren during  their  lives,  with  benefit 
of  survivorship;  and,  after  their  se- 
veral deceases,  I  give  and  devise  the 
share  of  her  so  dying  unto  her  chil- 
dren and  unto  his  or  their  heirs,  as 
tenants  in  common.  I  give,  direct, 
ordain,  and  appoint  unto  my  said  wife 
E.,  to  W.  H.,  and  J.  C,  their  heirs, 
executors,  and  administrators,  power 
and  authority  to  sell,  dispose  of,  mort- 
gage, lease,  and  otherwise  in  all  man- 
ners manage  my  estate,  both  real  and 
personal,  as  if  I  were  living.  I  ap- 
point my  wife  E.,  and  W.  H.  and  J.  C., 
the  executors  of  this  my  will,  and  also 
guardians  of  my  children.'*  The  tes- 
tator died  in  1825,  leaving  his  widow 
E.  (one  of  the  plainti£Gs)  and  three  in- 
fant daughters  unmarried,  the  young- 
est of  whom  died  in  1844 ;  and  the 
eldest  in  1832  married,  and  had  seve- 
ral children  living  at  the  date  of  the 
hereinafter-mentioned  contract  of  sale. 
J.  C.  never  acted  under  the  will,  and, 
in  1833,  executed  a  deed  disclaiming 
all  interest  under  the  will.  The  other 
party,  W.  H.,  died  in  1840.  In  1845, 
E.,  the  testator's  widow,  entered  into 
a  contract  to  sell  certain  land  of  which 
the  testator  was  seised  in  fee  simple  at 
the  time  of  his  death : — Hddf  in  an 
action  by  E.  against  the  vendee  for 
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DIVIDENDS. 


ESTOPPEL. 


the  recovery  of  the  purchase  money, 
that  she  took  an  estate  in  fee  simple 
in  the  land  in  question,  and  could 
therefore  give  a  good  title.  WcUson 
V.  Pearson,  681 

(2).  Meaning/ of  Term  *' Estate:' 

Hdd,  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  that  though  the  word  **  es- 
tate," in  the  operative  part  of  a  will, 
passes  not  only  the  corpus  of  the  pro- 
perty, but  all  the  interest  of  the  testator 
in  it,  unless  controlled  by  the  context, 
yet,  where  the  word  is  not  used  in  the 
operative  clause  of  the  devise  itself,  but 
is  introduced  into  another  part  of  the 
will  referring  to  it,  such  word  cannot 
be  construed  as  having  the  effect  of  ex- 
tending the  meaning  of  the  operative 
clause,  whether  prior  or  subsequent. 
Doe  d.  BurUm  v.  White,  797 

DIRECTOR 

See  Allotment. 

Joint-Stock  Company. 

DISCHARGE. 
See  Pleading,  I.  (1). 

DISTRESS. 

A  tenant  by  elegit  has  a  right  to 
distrain  without  attornment.  Lloyd 
V.  Dames,  103 

WTuU  Things  distramable  at  CoTnmon 

Law, 

Commodities  which  cannot  be  re- 
stored upon  a  replevin  in  the  same 
plight  and  condition  as  that  in  which 
they  were  when  taken,  are  not  distrain- 
able  for  rent  at  common  law;  and  there- 
fore the  flesh  of  animals  lately  slaugh- 
tered cannot  be  distrained.  Morley  v. 
Pin^nibey  101 

DIVIDENDS. 
See  Bank. 


EJECTMENT. 
See  Pleading,  III.  (2). 

ESCAPK 
Becaptionhy  Crown, 

A  party  in  custody  under  a  writ  of 
extent,  at  the  suit  of  the  Crown,  was 
allowed  voluntarily  to  escape,  but  was 
retaken  and  restored  into  the  same  cus- 
tody, and  under  the  same  writ : — Hdd^ 
that  he  was  rightly  in  custody,  and  was 
not  entitled  to  his  discharge. 

Writs  of  extent  are  returnable  in  tw- 
cattcn,  under  the  stat.  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  86, 
s.  8.     Regina  v.  Benton,  216 

ESTATK 
See  Devise. 

ESTOPPEL. 

See  Bankrupt  (6). 
Carbiebs*  Act. 
Evidence. 
Pleading. 

In  pais. 

In  trover  by  the  assignees  of  a  bank* 
rupt  against  a  sheriff,  for  the  conver- 
sion of  the  bankrupt's  goods,  seized 
under  a  fi.  fa.  against  C.  and  D.,  it  ap- 
peared, that,  immediately  before  the 
seiziure,  the  bankrupt  told  the  officer 
that  the  goods  were  the  property  of  C; 
and,  immediately  afterwards,  he  con- 
tradicted that  statement,  and  said  they 
were  the  goods  of  D.  The  jury  found, 
that  the  goods  were  in  reality  the  bank- 
rupt's; but  also,  that  he  represented 
the  goods  to  the  officer  as  the  goods  of 
C,  so  as  to  induce  the  officer,  by  that 
false  representation,  to  seize  them: — 
Held,  that,  under  the  plea  of  not  pos- 
sessed, this  finding  did  not  estop  the 
bankrupt,  and  tlie  phdntifik  as  assig- 
nees, from  complaining  of  the  seizure 
'.  of  the  goods  as  their  own. 

The  rule  laid  down  by  the  Court  of 
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Queen's  Beneh,  that>  ''where  one,  bj 
lus  words  or  conduct,  unlfidly  causes 
another  to  believe  in  the  existence  of 
a  certain  state  of  things,  and  induces 
him  to  act  on  that  belief,  or  to  alter 
his  own  previous  position,  the  former 
is  concluded  firom  averring  against  the 
hitter  a  different  state  of  things  as  ex- 
isting at  the  same  time ;"  and,  again, 
*'a  party  who  n&gUgefndy  or  cuJl^pMy 
stands  by,  and  allows  another  to  con- 
tract on  the  fiuth  of  a  fact  which  he 
can  contradict,  cannot  afterwards  dis- 
pute that  fact  in  an  action  against  the 
party  whom  he  has  himself  assisted  in 
deoeiving,**  is  to  be  taken  with  this  ex- 
planation, that,  by  the  term  ''wilfully,** 
must  be  understood,  if  not  that  the 
party  represents  that  to  be  true  which 
he  knows  to  be  untrue,  at  leasts  that 
he  fMatiM  his  representation  to  be  acted 
upon,  and  that  it  is  acted  upon  accord- 
ingly; and  if,  whatever  a  man*s  real 
meaning  may  be,  he  so  conducts  him- 
self that  a  reasonable  man  would  take 
the  representation  to  be  true,  and  be- 
lieve that  it  was  meant  that  he  should 
act  upon  it,  and  did  act  upon  it  as  true, 
the  party  making  the  representation 
would  be  equally  precluded  from  con- 
testing its  truth;  and  that  conduct,  by 
negligence  or  omission,  when  there  is 
a  duty  cast  upon  a  person,  by  usage 
of  trade  or  otherwise,  to  disclose  l£e 
truth,  may  often  have  the  same  effect 
Freem/am,  v.  Cooh^  654 

EVIDENCE. 

(1).  F(vr6L  Evid&f¥X  vjhen  admissible 
to  eocplain  Written  Docwment, 

The  defendant  ordered  goods  by 
letter,  which  did  not  mention  any 
time  for  payment.  The  plaintiff  sent 
the  goods  and  an  invoice: — Hdd,  that 
parol  evidence  was  admissible  to  show 
that  the  goods  were  supplied  on  cre- 
dit, the  letter  not  being  a  valid  con- 
tract within  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 
Lod^  V.  j^iddin,  93 


(2).  When  admlsMle  to  annex  Term, 

In  an  action  for  the  price  of  tobacco 
sold,  evidence  is  admissible  to  shew 
that  by  the  established  usage  of  the 
tobacco  trade  all  sales  are  by  sample, 
although  not  so  expressed  in  the 
bought  and  sold  notes.   Syera  v.  Jonas, 

111 

(3).  Date  of  Letter. 

The  date  of  a  letter  is  prim4  facie 
its  true  date.     Fotez  v.  Glossop,    191 

(4).  Marriage  Register. 

In  support  of  a  >plea  of  coverture, 
an  examined  copy  of  a  register  of 
marriage  between  the  defendant  and 
one  J.  G.  was  given  in  evidence.  A 
witness  deposed,  that  he  knew  one  J. 
G.  and  his  handwriting;  and  that  the 
handwriting  of  the  J.  G.  in  the  regis- 
ter was  that  of  the  person  whom  he 
knew: — Heldf  that  the  evidence  was 
admissible  without  the  production  of 
the  original  register.   Sayer  v.  Glossop, 

409 

(5).  BiU  in  Chancery, 

A  bin  in  Chancery  is  not  evidence 
of  the  truth  of  the  facts  stated  in  it, 
as  against  the  party  in  whose  name  it 
is  filed,  even  though  his  privity  be 
shewn,  but  is  only  admissible  to  prove 
that  a  suit  was  instituted,  and  the 
subject-matter  of  it. 

iSemble,  that  pleadings  in  equity  as 
well  as  at  common  law  are  not  to  be 
treated  as  positive  allegations  of  the 
truth  of  the  facts  therein,  for  all  pur- 
poses, but  only  as  statements  of  the 
case  of  the  party,  to  be  admitted  or 
denied  by  the  opposite  side,  and  if 
denied,  to  be  proved  and  ultimately 
submitted  for  judicial  decision. 

The  £Eicts  actually  decided  by  an 
issue  in  any  suit,  cannot  be  again 
litigated  between  the  same  [)arties, 
and  are  conclusive  evidence  between 
them;  so  are  the  material  hcts  alleged 
by  one  party  which  are  directly  ad^ 
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mitted  by  the  opposite  party,  or  indi- 
rectly admitted  by  taking  a  traverse 
on  some  other  facts,  if  the  traverse  is 
found  against  the  party  making  it. 
But  the  statements  of  a  party  in  a 
declaration  or  plea,  though  for  the 
purposes  of  the  cause  he  is  bound  by 
those  that  are  material,  ought  not,  it 
should  seem,  to  l>e  treated  as  confes- 
sions of  the  truth  of  the  facts  stated. 
BoUeau  v.  RuUin,  665 

(6).  Wltere  Secondary  Evidence    not 
permitted.     PrivUege  of  Attorney. 

In  an  action  on  a  covenant  by  lessee 
against  lessor,  where  the  lease  had 
been  executed  by  defendant's  agent, 
under  a  power  of  attorney,  upon  whom 
a  subpoena  duces  tecum  had  been 
served,  but  not  in  proper  time: — 
Heldj  that  secondary  evidence  of  the 
contents  of  the  power  of  attorney 
ought  not  to  be  admitted. 

An  attorney  cannot  be  compelled 
by  the  Court  to  disclose  the  contents 
of  a  client's  deed  in  his  possession, 
but  if  he  do  so  vjiUingly  the  evidence 
may  be  received.     HUJyerd  v.  KnigfU, 

11 

EXECUTOR. 

See  Pleading,  III.  (1). 

Renunctalion. 

A  testator  appointed  two  executors, 
one  of  whom  formally  renounced,  the 
other  proved  the  will  and  died,  leav- 
ing effects  unadministered : — Held, 
that  the  renunciation  was  absolute, 
the  executor  not  having  retracted  it, 
and  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  cite 
him  before  granting  administration  de 
bonis  non  to  another  person.  Vena- 
Ilea  V.  The^East  India  Convpany,  633 

EXEMPTION  FROM  TITHES. 
See  Tithes. 

EXTENT  IN  CHIEF. 
Bee  Banker. 


FALSE  STATEMENT. 
See  Money  had  and  beceited. 

FEIGNED  ISSUE. 
See  Tithes. 

FERRY. 

In  an  action  for  the  disturbance  of 
a  ferry,  the  first  count  of  the  declara- 
tion stated,  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
]>osses8ed  of  a  ferry  across  the  river 
Tyne,   between   North    Shields   and 
South  Shields,  for  the  conveyance  of 
carria^i^,  &c.,  and  passengers,  and  that 
the  defendant  disturbed  this  ferry  by 
carrying  passengers.  The  second  count 
stated  a  right   to  an  ancient   ferry. 
The  defendants   pleaded  (inter  alia) 
not  guilty,  not  possessed,  and  also 
that  the  boat  used  by  the  defendants 
was  of  less  than  four  tons  burthen. 
The  Company  was   incorporated  by 
the  10  Geo.  4,  c.  xcviii,  for  establish- 
ing a  ferry  across   the  river  Tyne, 
witliin  the  limits  of  Tynemonth  and 
the  township  of  South  Shields  and 
Westoe.    Section  85  enacts,  tliat,  after 
tlie  ferry  shall  lie  established,  no  other 
ferry  shall  be  set  up  and  used  by  any 
person  across  the  river  Tyne,  within 
the  said  limits;  and  if  any  )>ereon  (ex- 
cept the  Company,  or  persons  acting 
under  their  authority)  shall  use  any 
boat  or  other  vessel  of  Hi/e  burthen  of 
four  tons  or  upwards,  in  ferrying  for 
hire  across  the  river  witliin  the  limits 
aforesaid,  every  person  so  offending 
shall  forfeit  61.   At  the  time  the  above 
statute  passed,  there  was  an  ancient 
ferry  across  the  river  within  the  same 
limits,  which  the  Company,  under  the 
powers  of  their  act,  purchased  of  the 
owners: — Held,  first,  that  the  word 
''burthen"  in  the  85th  section,  did 
not  mean  "  register  admeasurement,** 
but  capacity  of  carrying.     Secondly, 
that  the  latter  part  of  the  85th  sec- 
tion did  not  limit  the  general  right  of 
ferry,  but  only  added  a  cumuladve  re- 
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medy  by  way  of  penalty.  Thirdly, 
that  there  was  no  variance  by  reason 
of  the  first  count  describing  the  ferry 
generally  from  North  Shields  to  South 
Shields,  and  not  from  one  particular 
terminus  to  another.  Fourthly,  that 
the  mere  act  of  ferrying  passengers 
was  a  disturbance  of  the  franchise,  al> 
though  the  franchise  was  not  of  a  pre- 
flcriptive  ferry,  to  the  exclusion  of  all 
private  boats,  but  simply  of  a  ferry. 
Fifthly,  that,  on  the  purchase  of  the 
ancient  ferry  and  completion  of  the 
new  ferry,  tiie  former  became  extinct 
by  operation  of  the  act  of  Parliament. 
Tht  Norlh  cmd  South  JShields  Ferry 
Company  v.  Barker,  136 

FRAUD. 
See  Scire  Facias. 

GAMING  AND  WAGERING. 

CotUract  made  so  by  Staiuie,  passed 
subseqiient  thereto. 

The  18th  section  of  the  8  <fe  9  Vict 
c.  109,  which  received  the  royal  as- 
sent on  the  8th  of  August,  1845,  en- 
acts, that  '^all  contracts  and  agree- 
ments by  way  of  gaming  or  wagering 
shall  be  null  and  void;  and  that  no 
suit  shall  be  brought  or  mamtained 
•in  any  court  of  law  or  equity  for  re- 
covering any  sum  of  money  or  valua- 
ble thing  alleged  to  be  won  upon  any 
wager,  or  which  shall  have  been  de- 
posited in  the  hands  of  any  person  to 
abide  the  event  upon  which  any  wa- 
ger shall  have  been  made  :** — Hddy  per 
J^arke,  B.,  Alderson,  B.,  and  Rdfe, 
B.,  (Flatty  B.,  dissentiente),  that  the 
statute  had  not  a  retrospective  opera- 
tion, so  as  to  defeat  an  action  for  a 
wager,  commenced  before  the  statute 
passed. 

Qiuiere,  whether,  by  the  first  part 
of  the  section,  the  Legislature  intend- 
ed to  put  at  once  an  end  to  the  legal 
obligation  both  of  existing  and  future 


wagering  contracts,  leaving  the  par- 
ties to  all  such  wagers  to  act  there- 
after on  them  as  honourable  engage- 
ments alone. 

The  general  rule  in  construing  re- 
cent statutes  is,  ''Nova  constitutio 
futuris  formam  imponere  debet,  non 
prfleteritis  ;**  but  that  rule,  which  is 
one  of  construction  only,  will  yield  to 
a  sufiiciently  expressed  intention  of 
the  Legislature  that  the  enactment 
should  have  a  retrospective  operation. 
Moon  V.  Du/rden,  22 

GENERAL  ISSUE, 

See  Pleadinq,  II.  (2). 
Trespass. 

GUARANTEE. 

Construction, 

In  an  action  of  assumpsit  on  a  gua- 
rantie,  the  plaintifi^  in  support  of  an 
averment  in  the  declaration,  that  he 
had  executed  a  certain  indenture,  gave 
in  evidence  the  following  document^ 
signed  by  the  defendant: — "In  con- 
sideration of  your  having  by  inden- 
ture agreed  to  accept  payment  of  the 
debt  owing  to  you  by  A.  B.,  by  the 
following  instalments :  that  is  to  say, 
lOs,  in  the  pound  on  the  18th  day  of 
August  next,  &c.,  I  promise  to  gua- 
rantee the  payment  of  tiie  instal- 
ments." There  was  evidence,  that, 
when  A.  B.'s  creditors  received  the 
guarantie,  they  signed  the  deed  at  the 
same  time: — Hdd,  that,  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  the  true 
construction  of  the  guarantie  was, 
"that,  if  at  some  future  time  the 
plaintiff  shall  have  released  the  debt, 
the  defendant  will  guarantee  the  same 
to  him;"  and,  therefore,  that  it  did 
not  prove  the  averment  in  the  declar- 
ation.    King  v.  Cole,  628 

HORSE-DEALER. 
See  Assessed  Tax. 
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IMMATERIAL  ISSUE. 
See  Pleading,  III.  (3). 

INCLOSURE  ACT. 
ConatrMtioa  of. 
Certain  waste  lands  in  the  manor  of 
Shipley,  to  tie  soil  of  which,  and  every- 
thing constituting  the  soil,  the  lord  of 
the  manor  was  entitled,  were,  bj  an 
IncloBureAct,55Geo.3,  cxTiii.,(which 
recited  the  lord's  title),  takensway from 
the  lord  and  allotted  to  commoners,  ex- 
cept as  saved  by  the  32nd  clause.  That 
clause  reserved  to  the  lord  all  mines 
and  minerals,  of  what  nature  or  kind 
Boever,lying  and -being  within  or  under 
the  sud  commons  and  waste  grounds, 
in  as  fiill,  ample,  and  beneficial  a  man- 
ner, to  all  intents  and  purposes,  as  be 
could  or  might  have  held  and  enjoyed 
the  same  in  case  the  said  act  had  not 
been  made ;  and  enacted,  that  he  should 
and  might  at  all  times  thereafter  have, 
hold,  win,  work,  and  enjoy  exclusively 
all  mines  and  minerals,  of  what  nature 
or  kind  soever,  within  and  under  the 
said  commons  and  waste  grounds,  with 
fiill  liberty  of  digging,  sinking,  search- 
ing for,  winning,  and  working  the  said 
mines  and  minerals,  and  carrying  away 
the  lead  ore,  lead,  coals,  iron-stone  and 
fossils,  to  be  gotten  thereout;  provided 
that  the  lord,  in  the  searching  for  and 
working  the  said  minea  and  minerals, 
should  keep  the  first  layer  or  stratum 
of  earth  separate  and  apart  by  itself, 
without  mixing  the  same  with  the  lower 
strata.  The  33rd  section  provided  for 
reimbursement  to  the  owners  of  allot- 
ments, for  injury  done  by  searching  for 
or  working  the  mines  and  minerals : — 
Hdd,  on  error  in  the  Exchequer  Cham- 
ber (afli  rmi  ng  the  j  udgmentof  the  Court 
of  Exchequer),  that  the  reservation 
rith  refer- 
the  whole 
the  object 
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INSOLVENT. 

in  the  lord  what  it  did  not  take  «ws^ 
for  that  pnrpoBe,  the  word  "minerBla" 
must  be  understood,  not  in  its  general 
sense,  signifying  substances  contnning 
metals,  but  in  its  proper  sense,  as  in- 
clnding  all  fossil  bodies  or  matt<n  dug 
out  of  mines,  that  is,  quarries  or  places 
where  anything  is  dng;  and  tbia  not- 
withstanding the  proviffion  in  the  latter 
part  of  the  clause,  authorinng  the  car- 
rying away  the  "  lead  ore,  lead,  ookl, 
iron-stone,  and  fossils,"  as  fiwsils  may 
apply  to  stones  dug  in  quarries :  there- 
fore, that  the  clause  reserved  to  the 
lord  the  right  to  tie  stratum  of  stone 
in  the  inclosed  lauds.  Wainimam  v. 
The  Earl  of  Rome,  800 

INROLMENT,  ANNUITY. 
See  Lunacy. 

INSOLVENT. 
Protedimi,  Final  Order  for,  under  5  ^ 
G  Firf.  c.  116,  and7^8  Vict,  c  96. 

A  final  order  for  protection  under 
the  Btats.  5&6  Vict  c.  116,  and  7  ft 
8  Vict.  c.  96,  not  only  protects  the 
person  of  the  infloWmt,  but  constatntca 
an  absolute  bar  to  an  action  for  the 
debt  as  to  which  it  is  a  protection,  and 
m$,y  be  so  pleaded. 

To  an  Mtioa  of  debt  the  defendant 
pleaded,  that,  after  the  pasnng  of  the 
S&6  Vict.  D.  116,  and  before  the  7  A 
8  Vict.  o.  96,  and  before  Uie  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  a  petition  for 
protection  from  process  was  duly,  so- 
oording  to  the  form  of  the  statute,  pro- 
sented  by  the  defendant  to  the  Court 
of  Bankruptcy,  and  afterwards  filed  in 
that  court;  and  that  thereupon,  and 
after  the  passing  of  the  mid  secondly- 
mentioned  act,  to  wit,  on  tc,  a  final 
order  for  protection  and  dietributioa 
was  made  in  the  matter  of  the  said  pe- 
titioD  by  J.  E.,  Esq.,  a  commismoner 
of  tiie  said  Court  duly  authorised ;  and 
that  the  said  debts,  Ac.,  accrued  be- 
fore the  janu'Pg  of  the  said  petition. 
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Verification: — Held  good,  on  special 
demurrer. 

Where  the  goods  of  an  insolvent 
bad  been  seized  under  a  writ  of  fi.  fa. 
issued  upon  a  judgment  signed  against 
him,  and  between  the  date  of  the  judg- 
ment and  the  issuing  of  the  writ  of  fi. 
fa.,  he  had  obtained  an  order  for  pro- 
tection and  distribution,  under  the  5 
&  6  Vict.  c.  116,  the  Court,  upon  mo- 
tion, set  aside  the  writ  on  terms.  Jon 
eoba  y.  Hyde.  Platd  y.  BeoiU.  Tvr- 
ner  y.  Fuhnan,  508 

INSURANCE. 
See  Pleading,  I.  (3). 

Bisk,  when  terminated, 

A  vessel  was  insured  "  at  and  from 
Liverpool  to  Quebec,  during  her  stay 
there,  and  from  thence  back  to  her 
discharging  port  in  the  United  King- 
dom, and  until  she  had  moored  at  an- 
chor twenty-four  hours  in  good  safety." 
The  vessel  was  chartered  to  take  on 
board  a  cargo  of  timber  at  Quebec  and 
to  proceed  therewith  to  Wallasey  Pool, 
in  the  river  Mersey,  or  as  near  thereto 
as  she  could  safely  get,  and  there  dis- 
cbarge her  cargo.  The  vessel  sailed 
firom  Quebec  on  the  23rd  July,  1845, 
and  arrived  in  the  Mersey  on  the  4th 
September,  and  anchored  at  the  Bell 
Buoy.  The  next  morning  she  was 
towed  up  by  a  steam-boat,  and  came 
abreast  of  Wallaoey  Pool ;  but,  being 
unable  to  enter  the  pool  by  reason  of 
her  too  great  draft  of  water,  the  cap- 
tain anchored,  and  proceeded  to  Liver- 
pool to  report  the  vessel,  and  engaged 
lumpers  to  discharge  the  cargo  at  a 
fixed  rate  of  pa3rment,  which  was  to 
include  the  expense  of  rafting  the  tim- 
ber firom  the  vessel  into  Wallasey  Pool, 
and  discharged  his  crew,  as  was  usual 
on  a  ship^s  arrivel  at  Liverpool.  He 
then  proceeded  to  discharge  the  deck 
cargo,  and  afterwards  a  considerable 
portion  of  the  other  cargo,  by  the  usual 


mode,  at  the  stem  port ;  and  after  oc- 
cupying in  this  way  several  days,  the 
ship,  on  the  14th  September,  fell  over 
and  sustained  damage.  The  captain 
always  intended  to  take  the  vessel  into 
Wallasey  Pool  with  as  much  of  the 
cargo  on  board  as  he  could  carry  with 
safety: — Hdd,  that,  under  the  above 
circumstances,  the  underwriters  were 
not  liable,  the  vessel  having  been 
moored  in  safety  twenty-four  hours 
after  her  arrival  at  her  port  of  dis- 
charge.    Whitwell  V.  Harriaon,     127 

JOINT-STOCK  COMPANY. 

See  Scire  Facias. 

(1).  LiabUUy  of  Company  on  CoTitracts 
(^Directors. 

Joint-stock  Companies  completely 
registered  under  the  7  <k  8  Vict.  c. 
110,  are  bound  by  contracts  made  by 
a  competent  board  of  directors,  though 
not  under  seal,  or  made  in  compliance 
with  the  requisites  of  the  44th  sec- 
tion ;  though,  sembley  they  cannot  en- 
force such  contracts. 

But  persons  seeking  to  render  those 
Companies  liable  on  contracts  made 
with  the  directors  must  shew  their  au- 
thority to  bind  the  Company,  either 
by  the  production  of  the  registered 
deed  of  settlement,  or  by  proof  that 
the  body  of  shareholders  authorised 
particular  individuals  to  make  con- 
tracts binding  on  the  Company.  A 
ratification  or  admission  by  a  compe- 
tent board  of  directors  will  bind  the 
Company.  Ridl^  v.  The  Plymouth^ 
Stonehottse,  cmd  JDevonport  Grinding 
and  Baking  Company.  The  Kings- 
bridge  Flour  MiU  Company  v.  Same^ 

711 

(2).  Fxecution  against  Shareholders. 

The  return  of  the  names  of  share- 
holders in  a  Joint-stock  Company,  pur- 
suant to  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110,  is 
prima  facie  evidence  of  the  fact  of  the 
parties  named  in  the  return  being 
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LEASE. 


MALICIOUS  TRESPASS  ACT. 


shareholders,  so  as  to  justify  the  Court 
in  allowing  execution  to  issue  against 
them  under  the  G6th  section  of  that 
act.  Turner  v.  The  Metropolitan  Live 
Stock  Conipcmy,  567 

JUSTICE  OF  PEACK 
See  Poors'  Rate. 

LEASE. 

Recital,  wlien  too  large, 

A  declaration,  after  reciting  that 
defendant  was  possessed,  for  the  resi- 
due of  a  term  of  years,  of  a  certain 
messuage  and  premises,  and  also  of 
certain  fixtures  annexed  to  the  pre- 
mises, averred  that  the  plaintiff  agreed 
with  defendant  to  purchase  of  him  the 
residue  of  the  term  of  the  said  mes- 
suage and  premises,  with  the  appur- 
tenances and  the  said  fixtures,  and  de- 
fendant, amongst  other  things,  agreed 
to  give  up  possession  of  the  messuage, 
with  the  appurtenances  and  the  said 
fixtures,  on  a  certain  day.  The  de- 
claration then  averred  that  plaintiff 
tendered  to  defendant,  for  execution, 
an  instrument  which,  amongst  other 
things,  contained  a  recital  that  plain- 
tiff had  lately  contracted  with  defend- 
ant for  the  sale  to  him  of  the  residue 
of  the  term  granted  to  him  by  one 
J.  P.,  in  the  messuage  or  tenements 
and  hereditaments,  <S:c.,  with  their 
appurtenances,  and  also  aU  and  sin- 
grda/r  the  fixtures  belonging  to  the 
said  messuage  or  tenements  and  here- 
ditaments, for  a  certain  siun,  the  re- 
ceipt of  which  was  thereby  acknow- 
ledged : — Held,  on  motion  in  arrest  of 
judgment,  that,  as  the  agreement  be- 
tween the  parties  was  for  the  assign- 
ment of  the  fixtures  only,  which  be- 
longed to  the  defendant,  the  recital  in 
the  instrument  tendered  was  too  large, 
and  therefore  that  it  was  not  such  a 
one  as  defendant  was  bound  to  exe- 
cute; and  the  judgment  was  arrested. 
Manning  v.  Bailey ,  45 


LETTER. 
See  Evidence,  (3). 

LIEN. 
See  Bank. 

LUNACY. 

Avoidance  of  Contract — Annuity — 
Inrolmeni, 

Where  a  person,  apparently  of 
sound  mind  and  not  known  to  be 
otherwise,  enters  into  a  contract 
which  is  fair  and  boni  ^Ae,  and  which 
is  executed  and  completed,  and  the 
property,  Uie  subject-matter  of  the 
contract,  cannot  be  restored  so  as  to 
put  the  parties  in  statu  quo,  such  con- 
tract cannot  afterwards  be  set  aside, 
either  by  the  alleged  lunatic  or  thoee 
who  represent  him. 

Therefore,  where  a  lunatic  pur- 
chased certain  annuities  for  his  life  of 
a  society,  which,  at  the  time,  had  no 
knowledge  of  his  unsoundness  of 
mind,  the  transaction  being  in  tiie 
ordinary  course  of  the  af&irs  of  hu- 
man life,  and  £ur  and  bona  fide  on 
the  part  of  the  society : — Hdd,  that» 
after  the  death  of  the  lunatic,  his  per- 
sonal representatives  could  not  re- 
cover back  the  premiums  paid  for  the 
annuities. 

The  grantee  of  an  annuity  cannot 
take  advantage  of  the  want  of  inrol- 
ment  of  a  memorial,  as  required  by 
die  53  Geo.  3,  c.  141.  McUon  v.  Com- 
roax,  487 

MALICIOUS  TRESPASS  ACT. 

A  party  who  trespasses  upon  land, 
under  a  flair  and  reasonable  supposi- 
tion that  he  has  a  right  to  do  the  ad 
complained  of,  is  not  liable  to  be  ap- 
prehended, under  the  28th  section  of 
the  MaliciouB  Trespass  Act  (7  &  8 
G«o.  4^  c.  30),  by  the  owner  of  the 
property,  although  the  latter  have 
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son  to  Buppose  the  party  to  be  withm 
the  act     Parringlon  y.  Moony     223 

MERQER 
See  FsBBT. 

MESNE  PROFITS. 
See  Pleadiho,  IIL  (2). 

MINES  AND  MINERALS. 

See  Ikclosube  Act. 

MONEY  HAD  AND  RECEIVED. 
See  Aquxbmxst, 

(1).  Falae  StaiemenU 

The  plaintiff  sold  for  the  defendant 
a  horse,  and  reoeived  the  price.  The 
purchaser  afterwards  rescinded  the  con- 
tract on  the  ground  of  fraud,  and  was 
repaid  the  purchase-money.  In  an  ac- 
tion by  the  plaintiff  for  the  keep  of  the 
horse— iTe^Q^  that  the  defendant  could 
not  set  off  the  price  as  money  received 
for  his  use,  it  having  ceased  to  be  so 
when  the  contract  was  defeated  by  the 
purchaser,  although  the  defendant  was 
ignorant  of  the  fraud. 

Anyfidse  statementknowinglymade 
with  a  view  to  induce  another  to  alter 
bis  condition,  and  thereby  altering  it, 
is  a  fraud  in  law.     Mvaraiy  v.  MfMtm^ 

538 

(2).  Demand  before  Ad/Urn. 

A.  k  Co.  agreed  with  a  certain  Com- 
pany to  build  for  them  two  steam-ships 
within  a  stated  time,  the  price  to  be 
paid  by  instalments;  provided  that,  if 
A.  &  Co.  should  make  defriult  in  any 
of  the  conditions  of  the  agreement,  it 
should  be  lawful  for  the  Company  to 
take  possession  of  the  ships,  and  cause 
the  works  to  be  completed  by  any  per- 
sons they  chose,  and  pay  those  persons 
such  reasonable  sums  as  agreed  upon, 
and  that  A.  A  Co.  Bhould/>fi^ioi^,  on 
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dema/nd,  pay  the  Company  all  sums  so 
advanced.  Afterwards  F.  became  a 
partner  in  the  firm  of  A.  k  Co.,  and 
four  instalments  having  been  paid,  and 
A.  &  Co.  not  being  able  to  complete 
the  ships,  another  agreement  was  made 
with  the  firm  of  A.  k  Co.,  including  F., 
whereby  the  Company,  in  terms  of  the 
first  contract,  arranged  to  take  posses- 
sion of  the  ships  and  complete  them, 
and  for  that  purpose  to  take  into  their 
employ  the  worsen  of  A.  &  Co.;  and, 
as  a  security  to  the  Company  for  any 
advances  they  might  make  beyond  the 
balance  receivable  by  A.  &  Co.,  it  was 
agreed  that  the  Company  should  have 
a  lien  for  such  balance  upon  certain 
shares  of  A.  &  Co.  in  the  Company. 
The  Company  having  proceeded  with 
the  woriEs,  and  for  that  purpose  made 
large  advances— ZTeZt^,  that  they  could 
not  forthwith  recover  such  advances  by 
action  against  the  firm  of  A.  &  Co., 
including  F.,  for  money  paid  or  money 
had  and  received,  there  being  no  liabi- 
lity to  repay  until  the  ultimate  balance 
was  ascertained,  and  then  only  after 
demand.  TheBoytdMaUSteafmrpackeit 
Com^pomy  v.  Acramcm,  569 

MONEY  PAID. 

See  ASBITBATIOK  AND  AWABD,  (4). 

NISI  PRIUS. 

See  Hearing  Counbbl. 
Peaoticb,  (7). 

NOTICE  OF  DISHONOUR 
See  BiLiA  OF  Exchange,  (3). 

NUL  TIEL  record. 
See  Pleading,  IL  (5). 

OYER 
See  Practice,  (1). 
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PARTITION  UNDER  41  GEO.  3, 

c  109. 
The  Generml  Indoaiire  Act»  41  Geo. 
3,  c  109,  iu  16,  sntborises  the  com- 
miasioneTB  to  make  partitioii  of  land 
held  in  eomnion,  npon  the  request  in 
wridiM;  of  the  tenants  in  common,  or 
anT  w  either  of  them.  A  local  act  for 
inclosing  land  within  the  parish  of  M., 
(59  Geo.  3,  s.  31),  enabled  commis- 
sioners to  make  exchanges  of  land  with 
the  consent  of  the  owners,  whether 
tenants  in  fee  simple  or  for  life.  Sect. 
32  proTided  for  the  costs  of  partition; 
but  there  was  no  claose  in  terms  an- 
thorisin^  partitions.  The  59  Geo.  3 
receiTcd  the  rural  assent  on  the  19th 
May,  1  ^  1 9.  at  which  time  C.  was  seised 
of  an  nndividt^d  moietv  of  certain  land 
in  M.  for  the  life  of  IL,  the  other  moiety 
being  rei^ted  in  A-  Sl  in  fee.  On  the 
2nd  August,  1^19,  C.  and  A-  S.  made 
Ji  claim  in  writing  und^  the  41  Geo. 
3,  c:  109,  in  resjKrct  of  the  land  so  held 
hy  them  as  tenants  in  common ;  and 
on  the  13th  September,  1819,  A.  & 
died  intestate,  lea^nng  E  S.  his  heir. 
On  the  1 1th  Au«rust,  1826,  the  com- 
missioners ma4letheiraward,and  there- 
by made  certain  allotments,  numbered 
resjiectiTely  on  a  map  13,  87,  and  SS, 
to  C.  and  A.  S.,  in  respect  of  their  in- 
terests in  the  optfU  lands  to  be  allotted 
and  divided ;  and  they  aLso,  under  the 
head  "  Exchanges,"  allotted  to  E  S. 
an  undivided  moietv  of  certain  land 
fiou^t  to  be  recovered  in  this  action, 
as  also  of  the  said  three  pieces  of  land 
numbered  13,  87,  and  SS,  the  other 
moiety  being  therein  stated  to  be  al- 
ready vested  in  E  S.  in  exchange  for, 
as  well  the  undivided  moiety  of  the 
said  E  S.  in  certain  other  old  inclosed 
lands,  which  the  commissioners  there- 
by allotted  to  C,  the  other  moiety 
thereof  being  therein  stated  to  be  then 
already  vested  in  him,  as  also  the  en- 
tirety of  a  close  belonjring  solely  to 
E.  S. : — Held,  that  the  local  act  having, 
by  the  32nd  section,  contemplated  par- 


tttuns,  bat  eoDtaimiig  no  antiboiify  lor 
that  puipoaey  the  legidatore  mosi  have 
intended  that  they  shoold  be  efiscled 
miderthe  41  Geo.  3,  cl09,  a  16;  and 
that  this  allotment  ooold  not  be  sop- 
ported  as  a  partitioo  mder  that  act; 
because,  first,  C.  was  only  tenant  pur 
aoter  vie,  and,  as  sndi,  had  no  andbo- 
rity  to  consent  to  a  partition ;  seeond- 
Iv,  becaose  one  of  the  tenants  in  eom- 
mon  was  to  take  as  his  share  in  seve- 
ralty a  close  which,  before  the  parti- 
tion, formed  no  part  of  the  land  hdd 
in  common,  but  was  the  separate  pro- 
perty of  the  other  tenant  in  common. 

Also,  that  the  words  "  tenants  kfr 
life,"  in  the  31st  section  of  the  loeil 
act,  59  Geo.  3,  included  ^tenants  par 
autervie,"  and  that  the  allotme&t  was 
good  under  that  act  as  an  errhangCL 

Also,  that  two  tenants  in  conunoB 
may  exchange  with  each  other  their 
resi)ective  moieties  of  diffetent  parts 
of  the  land  held  in  common;  and  where 
the  moiety  of  an  estate  is  settled  to 
uses,  with  a  power  of  exdiange  in  the 
trustees,  such  a  power  may  be  weD  ex- 
ecuted by  dividing  the  Isnd  into  two 
portions  to  be  held  in  severalty,  one  to 
the  uses  of  the  settlement,  the  other  hj 
the  party  entitled  to  the  other  mcHety. 

Also,  that  the  allotmoitB  made  to  C. 
and  A.  S.  were  not  void  by  reason  of 
their  having  been  made  after  the  death 
of  A.  Sl,  and  when  £.  Sl,  his  heir,  was 
entitled.  Doe  d.  Knigki  y.  Spenoer, 
Same  v.  Sangum,  752 

PARTXERSHIP. 
See  Baskbuft,  (6). 

Money  deponUd  wUk  Banker,  talbef» 
Fartnenkip  Money, 

The  &ct  of  an  aeooont  having  been 
opened  with  a  banker  by  one  or  two 
partners  in  his  own  name,  is  not  con- 
clusive to  shew  that  the  account  was 
opened  on  his  own  behalf;  bat  it  is 
competent  for  the  hanker  to  prove  that 
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he  was  acting  as  the  agent  of  the  part- 
nership, and  that  the  account  was 
theirs.  The  mere  circumstance,  how- 
ever, of  the  money  deposited  being 
partnership  property,  is  not  sufficient 
for  that  purpose.  Gwke  amd  Ftimpuvr 
y.  SeA&yy  746 

PATENT. 
5«e  Covenant. 

The  specification  of  a  patent  for  '^  a 
process  or  method  of  combining  va- 
rious materials  so  as  to  form  stuccoes, 
plasters,  and  cements,  and  for  the  ma- 
nufadure  of  artificial  stones,  marbles, 
Ac.  used  in  buildings,**  after  stating 
the  invention  to  consist  in  producing 
certain  hard  cements  of  the  combina- 
tion of  the  powder  of  gypsum,  powder 
of  limestone,  and  chalk,  with  other 
materials,  such  combinations  being 
(subsequent  to  their  mixing)  submit- 
ted to  heat,  described  the  method  or 
process  of  making  a  cement  from  gyp- 
sum, to  consist  in  mixing  with  ]>ow- 
dered  gypsum  strong  alkali  (ex  gr., 
best  American  pearlash)  dissolved  in 
a  certain  proportion  of  water,  this  so- 
lution to  be  neutralised  with  acid  (sul- 
phuric add  being  the  best),  the  mass 
to  be  kept  in  agitation,  and  the  acid 
to  be  added  gradually  till  the  efferves- 
cence should  cease;  and  then  a  cer- 
tain proportion  of  water  to  be  added 
(if  other  alkali  were  used,  the  quan- 
tity to  be  varied  in  proportion  to  its 
strength);  and  the  mixture  having 
been  brought  to  a  proper  consistence 
by  the  further  addition  of  powdered 
gypsum,  to  be  dried  in  moulds,  and 
finally  subjected  to  a  furnace  capable 
of  producing  a  red  heat.  The  descrip- 
tion of  making  the  cement  differed 
little  from  that  of  the  preceding  pro- 
cess. 

The  specification,  after  proceeding 
to  state  the  mode  of  using  the  cement 


so  made,  concluded  by  stating,  that 
other  alkalies  and  acids,  besides  those 
before  mentioned,  would  answer  the 
purposes  of  the  invention,  though  not 
so  well,  and  that  the  inventor  claimed 
the  method  or  process  thereinbefore 
described: — HMy  that  the  specifica- 
tion was  bad;  for  that  either  the  in- 
ventor claimed  M  acids  and  alkalies, 
or  only  those  which  would  answer  the 
purpose;  in  the  former  of  which  cases, 
as  some  acids  and  alkalies  would  not 
answer  the  purposes  of  the  invention, 
the  specification  was  therefore  bad: 
and  in  the  latter,  it  was  bad  for  not 
specifying  those  acids  and  alkalies 
which  would  be  found  to  succeed. 
Stevens  v.  Kealing^  1*1^ 

PAUPER  PLAINTIFF. 
See  Practice,  (8). 

PLEADING. 

See  Bills  of  Exchange. 
Tbespass,  (1),  (2). 

(1).  Ikhty  when  mmntainable. 

Debt  lies  on  an  express  covenant  for 
payment  of  a  freehold  rent  charged 
on  land  conveyed  in  fee.  Varlei/  v. 
Leighy  446 

(2).  Joint  and  several  Covenant, 

A  joint  and  several  covenant  by 
A.  and  other  persons,  that  *'  they  or 
some  or  one  of  them,"  will  pay  a  cer- 
tain sum,  may  be  declared  upon  as 
a  covenant  by  A.  to  pay,  and  debt  will 
lie  on  such  a  covenant  Caldtvett  v. 
Beche,  318 

I.  Declaration. 

(1).  Deed^Fro/ert—"  Discharge.'' 

A  declaration  in  covenant  stated, 
that,  by  a  deed  made  between  B.  of  the 
first  part,  D.  and  A.  of  the  second 
part,  y.  of  the  third  part,  and  a  Bail- 
way  Company  of  the  fourth  part,  after 
reciting  that  J.  and  E.,  on  behalf  of 
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the  Companj,  agreed  to  purchase  cer- 
tain premises,  it  was  witnessed,  that> 
in  consideration  of  a  certain  sum,  B. 
agreed  with  the  Company  to  sell  them 
certain  messuages  and  lands,  and  that 
B.  would  deduce  a  good  title  to  the  he- 
reditaments, and  the  Ck>mpanj  agreed 
with  B.  to  pay  the  sum.  Averment^ 
that  B.  became  bankrupt,  and  the 
plaintiffs  were  his  assignees;  that  both 
they  and  he  were  willing  to  deduce  a 
good  title;  that  B.  and  all  necessary 
parties  were  ready  and  willing  to  exe- 
cute a  proper  conveyance  of  the  said 
hereditaments  to  the  Company,  and 
would  have  deduced  a  good  title  and 
have  executed  a  proper  conveyance, 
but  that  the  Company  diacharged  them 
from  deducing  such  title  and  execut- 
ing such  conveyance.  Breach,  that 
the  Company  would  not  prepare  such 
proper  conveyance  for  execution,  or 
pay  the  smn  of  <fec. : — Held,  on  spedal 
demurrer,  that  it  sufficiently  appeared 
that  the  deed  was  sealed  by  the  defend- 
ants; also,  that  profert  was  unneces- 
sary. 

Heldy  also,  on  general  demurrer, 
that  the  word  "  discharge"  must  be 
understood  as  a  discharge  legally  oper- 
ative— ^that  is,  by  deed. 

Queere,  whether  the  deducing  a  good 
title  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
plaintiffii*  right  of  action)  Brymer  v. 
The  Thames  Haioen  Bocktmd  BaUway 
Compcmy,  549 

(2).   Unoertamty. 

A  declaration  against  C.  and  A. 
stated,  that  the  plaintiff  had  divers 
dealings  and  transactions  with  C.  alone, 
and  also  with  C.  and  A.;  that  divers 
accounts  remained  unsettled  between 
the  plaintiff  and  defendants;  that  the 
plaintiff  had,  for  the  accommodation 
of  C, accepted  divers  bills  of  exchange; 
and  thereupon,  in  consideration  that 
the  plaintiff  then  delivered  to  the  de- 
fendants three  acceptances  as  follows: 
16X.  6f.  at  two  months,  211.  I5s.  2d. 


at  three  monthsy  26/.  7«.  lldL,  dated 
the  7th  of  April,  at  five  monthJs,  as  a 
/vU  seUlejnent  o/dd)t8,  the  defendants 
promised  the  plaintiff  to  return  him 
the  acceptances  drawn  by  C,  as  fol- 
lows: 281.  I5s.  and  28^  Breach,  that 
the  defendant  did  not  return  the  ac- 
ceptances. On  special  demurrer, — 
Held  bad,  for  uncertainty.  Webster 
V.  Crouch,  555 

(3).  In  Action  on  Poliey  o/Insuramcs, 

A  declaration  in  covenant  stated, 
that,  by  indenture  between  the  plain- 
tiffs and  defendant^  reciting  that  the 
defendant  had  effected  with  the  plain- 
tiffs an  insurance  on  his  life,  he  paying 
the  annual  premium  of  49^  8«.  id.  on 
or  before  the  24th  of  June  in  each 
year,  the  defendant  covenanted  with 
the  plaintiff  to  pay  them  the  pre- 
miums and  all  other  sums  of  money 
that  should  become  due  in  respect  of 
the  policy,  at  the  proper  times  for  that 
purpose,  and  to  do  every  other  matter 
or  thing  which  should  be  necessary  for 
keeping  on  foot  the  policy.  First 
breach:  that  defendant  did  not  pay  the 
plainti£&  the  premiums  which  became 
due  in  respect  of  the  policy,  according 
to  his  covenant;  but,  on  the  contrary, 
although  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 
24th  of  June,  1847,  a  premium  of 
49Z.  Ss.  id.  became  due,  yet  the  de- 
fendant did  not  then,  or  at  any  other 
time,  pay  it.  Second  breach :  that  the 
defendant  did  not  do  all  such  mattes 
and  things  as  were  necessary  for  keep- 
ing on  foot  the  policy,  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, although  afterwards,  to  wit,  on 
the  24th  of  June,  1847,  it  was  neces- 
sary, in  order  to  keep  the  policy  on 
foot,  that  an  annual  premium  should 
be  paid  within  twenty-one  days  from 
that  day,  yet  the  defendant  did  not^ 
within  that  period,  or  at  any  othtf 
t,\me,  pay  it: — HM,  on  special  de- 
murrer, that  both  breaches  were  bad. 
T/ie  North  British  Insuranoe  Com- 
pcmy  V.  Eiley,  687 
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(4).  On  Scire  FadoB. 

A  declaration  in  scire  facias  stated, 
that  the  plaintiff  recovered  against  G., 
one  of  the  public  officers  for  the  time 
being  of  certain  persons  united  in  co^ 
partnership  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
on  the  trade  and  business  of  bankers 
in  England,  of  which  copartnership 
G.  was  then  a  member,  residing  in 
England,  and  had  been  duly  nomi- 
nated, and  before  and  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit  had  been,  and 
at  the  time  of  the  judgment  was,  one 
of  the  public  officers  of  the  Ck>mpanj, 
a  certain  debt  and  costs,  whereof  G., 
as  such  public  officer  as  aforesaid,  is 
convicted,  as  by  inspecting  the  rolls 
appears,  &c: — Held,  on  special  de- 
murrer, that  the  declaration  was  bad, 
for  omitting  to  state  that  the  debt  re- 
covered against  G.  was  due  and  owing 
from  the  Ck>mpany  to  the  plaintiff 
Neaa  v.  Fenwick,  598 

(5).  In  Arrest  of  Judgment. 

In  an  action  on  the  case  against  the 
sheriff,  the  declaration,  after  reciting 
that  two  writs  of  fi.  &.  had  been  deli- 
vered to  him  to  be  executed,  stated, 
that  the  defendant,  as  such  sheriff  un- 
der colour  of  the  writs,  wrongfully  and 
injuriously  seized  goods  of  the  plaintiff, 
of  much  greater  value  than  sufficient 
to  pay  and  satisfy  the  sum  of  money, 
interest, poundage,&c.,  indorsed  on  the 
writs,  although  the  defendants  well 
knew  that  the  money  arising  from  a 
part  of  the  goods  so  seized  would  be 
sufficient  to  satisfy  the  indorsement 
on  the  writs;  yet  the  defendant,  con- 
triving &c.,  afterwards,  under  colour 
of  the  said  writs,  wrongfully  <&c.  did 
sell  and  dispose  of  more  goods  than 
necessary  to  satisfy  the  indorsement 
on  the  writs;  and  the  defendant,  fur- 
ther disregaiding  his  duty  &c.f  then 
sold  the  said  goods  for  a  much  less 
sum  of  money  than  he  could,  might, 
and  ought  to  have  sold  the  same: — 


iJe^i  sufficient,  on  motion  in  arrest  of 
judgment.     OtxtderY.  Chaplin,     503 

II.  Plea. 

(1).  Wfym  had  qfier  Verdict. 
To  trespass  de  bonis  asportatis  by 
the  assignees  of  L.,  a  bankrupt,  the 
defendants  pleaded,  that  K,  before  his 
bankruptcy,  being  seised  in  fee  of  cer- 
tain copyhold  tenements,  in  consider- 
ation of  1400/.,  covenanted  to  surren- 
der them  to  the  use  of  the  defendants, 
subject  to  a  proviso  for  redemption; 
and  for  better  payment  of  the  interest 
of  the  said  sum  of  1400/.,  L.  granted 
to  the  defendants,  that  as  often  as  the 
interest  should  be  in  arrear  for  a  cer- 
tain time,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the 
defendants  to  enter  and  distrain  for 
the  same.  The  plea  then  averred  the 
surrender  and  admittance  of  the  de- 
fendants, and  justified  the  seizure  of 
the  goods  on  the  premises  while  in 
possession  of  L.,  as  a  distress  for  the 
interest  in  arrear: — Held,  after  verdict^ 
that  the  plainti£&  were  entitled  to 
judgment  non  obstante  veredicto,  for, 
assuming  the  grant  to  operate  as  a 
rent-charge,  it  ceased  to  be  so  upon 
the  admittance  of  the  mortgagees; 
and  that  afterwards  it  could  only  take 
effect  as  a  covenant^  binding  such 
goods  of  the  bankrupt  as  might  hap- 
pen to  be  on  the  premises  at  the  time 
of  the  dbtress.   Freemcuh  v.  Edwards, 

732 

(2).  When  had  as  amcmrUmg  to  the 
General  Issue. 

1.  To  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received,  the  defendant  pleaded,  that 
the  money  was  received  by  him  and 
others,  the  provisional  committee  of  a 
railway,  as  a  de]>osit  upon  shares  al- 
lotted to  the  plaintiff,  who,  with  the 
defendant,  the  committee,  and  other 
subscribers,  agreed  to  form  a  partner- 
ship for  carrying  on  the  undertaking. 
That,  after  the  passing  of  the  9  &  10 
Vict.  c.  28,  the  provisional  committee 
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in  pursuance  of  that  act  called  a  meet- 
ing, and  an  adjourned  meeting  of 
shareholders,  for  the  purpose  of  deter- 
mining whether  the  Company  should 
be  dissolved,  and  whether  such  disso- 
lution should  be  taken  to  be  an  act  of 
bankruptcy,  when  the  majority  of  votes 
were  in  favour  of  such  dissolution,  and 
against  the  same  being  taken  to  be 
an  act  of  bankruptcy ;  and  thereupon 
the  dissolution  of  the  Company  be- 
came complete,  and  the  canying  into 
effect  of  the  undertaking  finally  ceased, 
and  the  affairs  of  the  Company  be- 
came liable  to  be  wound  up;  that  the 
sum  sought  to  be  recovered  was  part 
of  the  affairs  of  the  Company  to  be 
80  wound  up;  that  they  had  not  in 
any  manner  been  wound  up,  nor  had 
a  reasonable  time  elapsed  for  the  wind- 
ing up  of  the  same: — Ilddy  on  special 
demurrer,  that  the  plea  was  bad,  as 
amounting  to  the  general  issue.  Coup- 
land  V.  CkaUis,  682 

2.  A  declaration  stated,  that  it  was 
agreed  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the 
defendant  that  the  defendant  should 
buy  of  the  ])laintiff8,  and  the  plaintiffs 
sell  to  the  defendant,  1000  barrels  of 
flour,  to  arrive  at  Liverpool  by  a  vessel 
called  the  Hottinguer  from  New  York; 
that,  should  the  vessel  be  lost  before 
arriving  at  Liverpool,  the  sale  should 
be  void.  Averment,  that  the  vessel 
was  not  lost,  but  did  arrive  at  Liver- 
pool from  New  York,  having  on  board 
1 000  barrels  of  flour.  Breach,  that  the 
defendant  would  not  accept  the  flour. 
Plea,  that  the  Hottinguer  was  one  of 
a  line  of  packet  ships  sailing  from  New 
York  to  Liverpool  at  fixed  periods,  pub- 
lished and  known  beforehand  amongst 
merchants  at  Liverpool:  that  the  Hot- 
tinguer was  to  have  set  sail  from  New 
York  for  Liverpool  three  weeks  before 
the  said  agreement,  and  was  at  the  time 
of  the  agreement  expected  to  arrive  at 
Liverpool  within  a  week  after,  and  that 
it  had  been  published,  and  was  believed 
amongst  merchants  at  Liverpool,  that 


the  vessel  was  to  arrive  there  in  the 
course  of  the  said  voyage,  and  that  tlie 
vessel  was  then  performing  such  voy- 
age, which  was  the  voyage  in  this  plea 
mentioned:  that  the  plautiflEs  had  no- 
tice of  thepremises,  and  made  the  agree- 
ment with  reference  to  the  voyage  in 
this  plea  mentioned,  and  under  the  be- 
lief Uiat  the  Hottinguer  had  sailed  from 
New  York :  that  the  Hottinguer  had 
not  at  the  time  of  the  agreement,  nor 
did  she  at  any  time,  set  sail  on  the  voy- 
age in  the  plea  mentioned;  but  the  pro- 
prietors of  the  said  line  of  packet  ships 
had,  without  the  knowledge  of  the  plain- 
ii&  or  the  defendant,  substituted  an- 
other vessel  for  the  Hottinguer,  for  the 
performance  of  the  said  voyage,  which 
vessel  afterwards  arrived  at  Liverpool: 
by  reason  whereof  the  defendant  re- 
fused to  accept  and  pay  for  Uie  flour: 
— ffdd,  that  the  plea  amounted  to  an 
argumentative  denial  of  the  contract 
set  out  in  the  declaration,  and  was  there- 
fore bad  on  special  demurrer.  Motmsey 
V.  PerroUy  522 

(3).  To  Bill  of  JSoa^anffe. 

Assumpsit  by  indorsee  against  ac- 
ceptor of  a  bill  of  exchange  for  100/. 

Plea,  that  after  the  said  bill  of  ex- 
change had  become  due  and  payable, 
W.  (one  of  the  drawers)  delivered  to 
the  pluntiff,  at  his  request,  certain  bills 
of  exchange  for  the  payment  of  certain 
sums  of  money  therein  mentioned,  and 
amounting  in  the  whole  to  more  than 
the  said  sum  of  100^.,  and  to  a  large 
and  sufficient  sum  of  money,  to  wit^ 
380^.,  for  and  on  account  of,  amongst 
other  things,  the  sum  specified  in  the 
said  bill  of  exchange  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  and  all  damages,  &c ;  whidi 
said  bills  of  exchange  the  plaintiff  took 
and  received  from  W.  for  and  on  ac- 
count of,  amongst  other  things,  the  said 
siun  of  money  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, and  all  damages,  &c.;  and  that 
the  said  bills  of  exchange  were  paid 
and  satisfied  before  the  commencement 
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of  thiB  Buil,  to  wit^  when  they  became 
due.  ReplicatioDi  that  they  were  not 
paid  and  satifified,  modo  et  form&. 
Verdict  for  the  defendant  on  this  issue: 
— Hdd,  on  error  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber  (affirming  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Exchequer),  that  the  plea 
was  bad  in  substance,  and  that  the 
pUdntiff  was  entitled  to  judgment  non 
obstante  veredicto.   WiUiamay.JameSy 

798 

(4).  Matter  of  AggramaJtion, 

In  trespass  for  breaking  and  enter- 
ing the  plaintiff's  dwelling-house,  and 
seizing,  taking,  cund  converting  his 
goods,  the  conversion  is  mere  matter 
of  aggravation;  and  a  plea  which  only 
justifies  the  seizing  and  taking  is  good 
on  special  demurrer,  though  it  does  not 
in  ito  commencement  except  the  con- 
version.    FraU  V.  JPra«,  413 

(5).  Nut  tid  Becord,  Flea  of, 

In  debt  on  a  judgment,  the  declara- 
tion alleged  that  the  plaintiff  recovered 
1 9/.  98.  debt,  and  33^.  costs.  On  plea  of 
nul  tiel  record,  it  appeared  that  the 
judgment  was  for  19/.  9«.  debt,  Is,  da- 
mages, 40tf.  costs,  and  33/.  19^.  costs  of 
increase: — Held,  that  the  defendant 
was  entitled  to  judgment  on  the  plea, 
and  that  there  must  be  a  separate  ap- 
plication to  amend.  BiUingy.UtUchins, 

297 

(6).  Flea  to  Scire  Facias  on  JtuigmeiU 
recovered  hy  FvJblic  Officer  of  Bank- 
ing Copartneraldp-when  had. 

A  declaration  in  scire  fitcias  on  a 
judgment  recovered  by  E.,  the  public 
officer  of  the  London  and  Westminster 
Bank,  against  the  public  officer  of  the 
Leeds  and  West  Riding  Banking  Com- 
pany, for  the  sum  of  51,373/.  12«.  7c/., 
having  been  demurred  to,  the  plain- 
tiff amended,  and,  within  two  dajrs 
after  the  amendment,  the  defendant 
pleaded  in  abatement,  that,  at  the  very 
same  time  when  the  writ  issued,  and 
before  E.  declared,  K,  then  being  pub-  | 


lie  officer,  issued  a  writ  of  scire  fitcias 
against  D.,  another  member  of  the 
Company,  at  the  time  of  judgment  re- 
covered. The  plea  set  out  the  writ  and 
declaration,  and  averred  that  the  judg- 
ment mentioned  in  the  two  writs  of  scir« 
£Eu;ias  were  one  and  the  same  judgment; 
and  that,  at  the  time  of  the  recovery 
of  the  judgment  and  the  issuing  of  the 
writ  of  scire  facias  against  the  defend- 
ant, D.  was  a  member  of  the  copart- 
nership. It  then  averred  the  identity 
of  the  Companies,  and  that  D.  was 
alive,  and  the  suit  against  him  still 
pending.  The  affidavit  in  verifica- 
tion of  this  plea  stated,  that  the  paper- 
writing  thereto  annexed  was  a  true 
copy  of  the  issue,  wherein  E.,  as  such 
public  officer,  was  plaintiff,  and  D.  de- 
fendant; and  that  judgment  was  signed 
in  such  action  by  E.  against  D.,  on 
<fec,  for  the  sum  of  51,373/.  12s.  Id. 
The  plaintiff  having  signed  judgment, 
on  the  grounds  that  the  defendcmt  was 
not  entitled  to  plead  in  abatement,  and 
that  the  affidavit  of  verification  was 
insufficient: — Iletd,  that  the  judgment 
was  regular,  inasmuch  as  the  affidavit 
did  not  state  even  the  defendant's  be- 
lief tliat  the  two  writs  issued  at  the 
same  time.  But  aembhy  that  the  de- 
fendant was  entitled  to  plead  in  abate- 
ment    Eedaile  v.  TrusttoeU,         312 

(7).  Semhle,  tolien  had. 

To  debt  for  money  had  and  receiv- 
ed, &c.,  the  defendant  pleaded,  by  way 
of  set-off,  that  the  plaintiff  was  indebt- 
ed to  him  in  149/.  14«.  M.,  upon  a 
judgment  recovered  in  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  which  the  defendant  was 
ready  to  verify  by  the  record,  and  in 
43/.  12tf.  on  a  promissory  note,  and  in 
500/.  for  work  and  labour,  money  lent, 
kc.  The  plaintiff  replied,  that  he  was 
not  nor  is  indebted,  by  reason  that^  as 
to  149/.  14«.  6</.,  there  was  not  any 
record  of  the  said  recovery,  and  that 
he  was  ready  to  verify  when,  where, 
and  in  such  numner  as  the  Court  should 
appoint;  and  by  reason  that,  as  to  tha 
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residue  other  than  the  Hdd  earn  of  I 
149^.  14«.  6d,,  the  plaintiff  was  not  in- 
debted to  the  defendant;  concluding 
to  the  country: — JSemble,  that  the  plea 
and  replication  were  bad.  2\urnbull 
Y.  jBeU,  793 

m.  Refucatiok. 

(1).  Assets  quando. 

The  judgment  of  assets  quando  ae- 
ciderint  embraces  not  only  the  assets 
received  by  the  executor  alter  that 
judgment  is  signed,  but  also  such  as- 
sets as  came  into  or  ought  to  be  in  his 
hands  between  the  issuing  of  the  writ> 
or  the  plea,  and  the  judgment,  in  the 
due  course  of  administration. 

To  an  action  of  assumpsit  against 
the  defendant  as  executor,  the  defend- 
ant pleaded  plene  administrayit  preter 
10/.,  whidi  was  not  sufficient  to  satisfy 
a  specialty  debt  The  plaintiff  replied, 
that  after  the  commencement  of  the 
suit,  and  after  plea  pleaded,  certain 
goods  of  the  deceased  had  come  into 
the  executors'  hands,  in  value  above 
the  sum  of  10/.,  wherewith  the  defend- 
ants ought  to  have  satisfied  the  causes 
of  action  mentioned  in  the  declaration : 
— Field  bad,  on  general  demurrer,  as 
unnecessary  and  unprecedented ;  and 
that  the  proper  course  was  to  take  the 
ordinary  judgment  of  assets  quando  ac- 
ciderint     JSmiih  v.  Tateham,         205 

(2).  EepliccUion  in  Action  /or  Mesne 

Profits. 

To  a  declarationintrespassfor  mesne 
profits,  stating  the  entry  and  expulsion 
on  the  lOth  of  December,  1844,  and  the 
expulsion  and  taking  of  profits  to  have 
been  continued  till  the  10th  of  March, 
1846,  the  defendant  pleaded,  that  the 
closes  in  which  <fec.  were  not,  nor  were 
any  of  them,  or  any  part  tiiereof,  the 
plaintiff's  modo  et  forma.  The  plain- 
tiff replied  to  the  whole  plea,  by  way 
of  estoppel,  a  recovery  by  the  plaintiff 
against  the  casual  ejector  on  a  declara- 
tion in  ejectment,  stating  the  demise 


to  have  been  on  the  14A  qfOeUber, 
1845,  for  a  tarm  of  twenty  years ;  and 
the  replication  c<mciuded  with  a  prayer 
of  judgment  if  the  defendant,  during 
that  term,  ought  to  be  admitted,  against 
the  said  recovery,  record,  and  proceed- 
ing, to  plead  that  plea; — Meld,  on  spe- 
cial demurrer,  that  the  replication  ap- 
plied only  to  part  of  the  time  of  the 
trespass  complained  of  in  the  declara- 
tion, and  was  therefore  bad. 

Qucene,  whether  judgment  by  de&nlt 
against  the  casual  ejector  can  be  plead- 
ed as  an  estoppel;  and  if  so,  iHiether  it 
can  be  replied  to  a  plea  like  the  pre- 
sent, which  oontuns  no  new  matter. 
J)oe  V.  WeOsman,  S68 

(3).  To  Faymeni  of  Money  into  Cowi 
— Irnmaiorial  Issue. 

To  an  action  of  debt  on  the  common 
counts,  the  defendant  pleaded,  except 
as  to  30/.,  never  indebted;  and  as  to 
30/.  and  the  causes  and  cause  of  action 
in  that  wspect*  payment  into  conrt  of 
30/.  and  6c/.,  and  that  the  defendant 
never  was  indebted  to  plaintiff  in  a 
greater  amount  than  30/.  in  respect  of 
tiie  causes  of  action  in  the  introductory 
part  of  the  plea  mentioned;  and  that 
plaintiff  had  not  sustained  damages  by 
reason  of  the  non-payment  thereof  to  a 
greater  amount  than  6c/.  Beplicaticvn, 
that  the  defendant  was  indebted  to 
plaintiff  in  a  greater  amount  than  the 
said  sum,  in  respect  of  the  causes  of 
action  tn  the  dedcuraiion  meniMned, 
Issue  thereon : — Hdd,  on  motion  for  a 
new  trial,  that,  whether  the  issue  was 
immaterial,  or  whether  it  raised  the 
same  issue  as  that  raised  by  the  first 
plea,  in  either  case  it  did  not  vitiate 
the  proceedings,  and  was  no  ground  for 
a  new  trial     Huni  v.  Cox,  606 

(4).  To  Flea  to  Fromissanf  ^ote. 

To  an  action  by  indorsee  against  in* 
doFBer  of  a  proi^soiy  not^foTpay. 
ment  of  750/.,  the  defendant  pleaded, 
that  he  indorsed  the  note  to  P.  for  a 
special  purpose,  and  that  P.,  in  viola- 
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tion  of  ihat  purpose,  delivered  it  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  that  there  never  was  any 
consideration  or  value  from  the  plain- 
tiff to  the  defendant,  or  P.,  for  the 
transfer  of  the  note  by  P.,  or  for  the 
plaintiff  being  the  holder  of  the  same. 
Replication,  that  there  was  good  value 
and  consideration  for  the  plaintiff^s  be- 
ing the  holder  of  the  note;  to  wit,  a 
laige  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum 
of  750^.: — H.ddy  on  special  demurrer, 
that  the  replication  was  good.  May 
v.  Seyler,  563 

(5).  C&nduaumof, 

Plea  of  privilege  by  an  attorney,  al- 
leging that  he  was  an  attorney  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  and  not  an 
attorney  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer. 
Replication,  that  the  defendant  was  an 
attorney  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer; 
concluding  to  the  country: — Hdd  bad, 
on  special  demurrer,  for  not  conclud- 
ing with  a  verification  by  the  record. 
ChrcJuMn  v.  Inglebyy  442 

POLICY  OF  INSURANCE. 
See  Pleading,  L  (3). 

POOR'S  RATE. 
Wa/namt  of  BieirreiB^  wk&a  bad. 

The  Stat  43  Eliz.  c.  2,  s.  4,  which 
gives  a  remedy  for  the  levying  of  mo- 
ney assessed  for  poor-rates,  does  not 
extend  to  oosts;  and  the  18  Qeo.  3, 
c.  19,  8.  1,  under  which  justices  have 
power  to  award  costs  in  such  a  case, 
limits  the  period  for  which  the  de- 
&ulter  can  be  imprisoned  to  the  term 
of  one  montL 

A  warrant  issued  by  two  justices  of 
the  county  of  S.,  after  reciting  the 
making  of  a  rate,  the  assessment  of 
the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  171,  there- 
to, and  his  refusal  to  pay  the  same, 
and  that  K  H.  and  L.  W.,  two  jus- 
tices &c.f  had  issued  their  warrant  to 
levy  the  said  sum  of  17 L  19«.  6d,,  and 
the  further  sum  of  68,  for  costs  in- 
curred in  the  premises,  making  in  the 


whole  the  sum  of  18/.  5s.  6d.,  by  die* 
tress,  &c,,  commanded  the  constable 
to  apprehend  and  take  the  plaintiff  to 
the  House  of  Correction,  there  to  re- 
main ''until  payment  of  the  said  sum  :'* 
— Held,  that  Uie  warrant  was  bad  in 
toto;  and  that  an  action  of  trespass 
lay  against  the  justices  and  the  con- 
stable for  the  arrest  and  imprisoimient 
under  it. 

The  backing  of  the  warrant  under 
24  Geo.  2,  c.  65,  s.  1,  by  a  justice  is 
purely  ministerial,  and  the  justice  who 
issues  the  warrant  is  responsible  for 
an  arrest  under  it,  although  it  be 
backed  and  executed  in  a  county  other 
than  that  in  which  it  was  issued. 

A  demand  of  the  copy  and  perusal 
of  the  warrant,  signed  by  the  plain- 
tiff's attorney,  was  left  by  his  derk : — 
Held,  a  sufficient  demand  imder  24 
Qeo.  2,  c.  44,  s.  6. 

Where  the  plaintiff  had  obtained  a 
copy  of  the  warrant  previously  to  a 
demand  thereof — Held,  that  the  con- 
stable was  not  thereby  excused  from 
complying  with  the  demand. 

The  mere  £Eict  of  the  justices  being 
joined  in  the  action  against  the  con- 
stable, does  not  entitle  the  constable 
to  a  verdict  under  the  24  Qeo.  2,  c. 
44,  s.  6,  which  section  only  protects 
him  in  case  he  has  complied  with  the 
demand  of  a  copy  and  perusal  •f  the 
warrant. 

A  party  having  been  arrested  un- 
der the  foregoing  warrant,  and  having 
paid  under  protest  the  money  speci- 
fied in  it — Held,  that  he  was  entitled 
to  recover  back  the  whole  of  the  mo- 
ney so  paid,  although  the  171, 199,  6d. 
was  reidly  due  from  him  in  respect  of 
the  rate.     Claa-k  v.  Woods,  395 

PRACTICE. 

See  Venue. 

(1).  Time  for  Pleading  in  AbcUemeni 
after  O^er. 

A  drfendant  has  the  same  time  for 
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pleadiiig  in  a&at0ifa«n^  after  oyer  gnuii- 
ed  of  an  inatrameni  stated  in  the  de- 
claration, aa  he  had  at  the  time  of  the 
demand  of  oyer.    Kerfoot  ▼.  Edwairday 

196 

(2).  RuIb  to  plead  general  MaUen— 
When  PlmniiffeniMed  to  sign  Judg- 
ment. 

A  defendant  obtained  a  rule  to 
pleady  with  other  pleas,  ^^as  to  the 
som  of  100/.,  parcel  &&,  that  the  de- 
fendant indorsed  and  delivered  to  the 
plaintifi  a  bill  of  exchange  for  100/., 
which  the  plaintifis  received  in  eaUe- 
/Mium  of  the  said  smn  of  lOO/L"  The 
plea  delivered  was,  ''as  to  the  sum  of 
100/.,  parcel  &c,  the  defendant^  /or 
and  on  acoouni  of  the  said  sum  of  100/L, 
indorsed  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff 
a  bill  of  exchange  for  100/.,  drawn  bj 
the  defendant  and  accepted  by  T.,  and 
the  plaintiiBb  took  and  received  the 
said  hiH/or  cmd  on  aeooutU  of  the  said 
sum;  and  that  the  defendant  had  not 
due  notice  of  the  non-payment  of  the 
said  bill  :** — Hetd,  that  the  plea  was 
not  authorised  by  the  rule  to  plead, 
and  that  the  plaintiflb  were  entitled  to 
sign  judgment.  Ilills  y,  Haymen,  32Z 

(3).  Special  Demurrer—Ifarginal  Note, 

The  rule  of  HiL  Term,  4  Will  4, 
which  requires,  that  ''in  the  mar- 
gin of  every  demurrer,  before  it  is 
signed  by  counsel,  some  matter  of  law 
intended  to  be  argued  shall  be  stated," 
appHes  to  special  as  weU  as  to  gene- 
ral demurrers.  And,  if  such  points 
be  wanting,  the  Court  will  set  the  de- 
murrer aside  as  irregular.  Bouguerean 
v.  BreU,  483 

(4).  Irregular  Issue, 

On  the  20th  March,  a  defendant, 
under  terms  of  rejoining  gratis,  and 
taking  short  notice  of  trial  for  the 
next  assizes,  pleaded  a  setoff.  On 
the  25th  March  the  plaintiff  delivered 
a  replication  of  the  Statute  of  limita- 


tions, and  demanded  a  rejoinder.  In 
the  evening  of  the  29th  March,  whidi 
was  the  commission-day,  the  defend- 
ant delivered  a  rejoinder,  but^  in  con- 
sequence of  the  office  closing  at  three 
o'clock,  the  plaintiff  inserte 
joinder  different  in  form  bnt 
in  substance  to  the  defendant's,  made 
np  the  issue,  and  passed  the  record. 
The  defendant  did  not  i^pear  at  the 
trial,  and  the  plaintiff  having  obtain- 
ed a  verdict,  tiie  Court  set  aside  the 
iasne.  Nisi  Prius  record,  and  triaL 

"  Bejoining  gratis,**  means  rejoin- 
ing within  four  days  without  a  rule 
for  that  purpose,  and  not  rejoining 
within  twenty-four  hours  after  de- 
mand.    WinleHfoUom  v.  LeeSy      325 

(5).  Summons,  when  no  ^ay  of  PrO' 

eeedings, 

A  defendant  served  two  consecu- 
tive summonses  for  leave  to  plead  se- 
veral matters,  neither  of  which  was  at- 
tended by  the  plaintiff.  On  the  re- 
turn of  the  second  summons,  on  which 
day  the  defendant's  time  for  pleading 
expired,  he  took  out  and  served  a 
third  summons,  returnable  the  follow- 
ing day.  The  plaintiff  did  not  attend 
this  summons,  but  signed  judgment 
after  it  was  returnable: — Hdd,  that 
the  third  summons  was  no  stay  of 
proceedings,  and  that  the  judgment 
was  regular.     Ha/uskins  v.  WHkinsony 

345 

(6).  Side-bar  Eule/or  vieu>. 

An  action  for  work  and  labour  as  a 
bricklayer,  is  not  a  case  in  which  a 
side-bar  rule  for  a  view  ought  to  be 
granted. 

Semble,  that  such  rule,  omitting  the 
names  of  the  shewers,  and  the  time 
and  place  of  meeting,  is  irr^^ular. 
Stones  V.  Menhem,  382 

(7).  Hearing  several  CounseL 
Where  several  defendants  q>peaied 


PROMISE. 


RECAPTION. 
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by  several  oounsel,  it  is  a  matter  for 
the  discretion  of  the  presiding  judge 
whether  he  will  allow  more  than  one 
oomisel  to  be  heard.  Semhle^  that 
where  one  defence  alone  is  relied  on, 
the  better  rule  is,  that  one  counsel 
only  ought  to  be  heard.  Nicholaon  v. 
Brooke,  213 

(8).  Settlement  of  Action  by  Pawper 
PUxirUiffi  when  allowable. 

Where  a  pauper  plaintiff  settles  the 
action  behind  the  back  of  his  attorney, 
it  is  entirely  a  question  for  the  discre- 
tion of  the  Court,  under  the  particular 
circumstances  of  the  transaction,  whe- 
ther they  will  interfere  and  set  aside 
the  proceedings. 

Where  a  pauper  plaintiff  settled  the 
action  behind  his  attorney's  back,  by 
executing  a  release,  but  it  appeared 
that  he  was  the  first  to  make  the  ap- 
plication, and  that  the  arrangement 
was  fair  and  reasonable,  the  defendant 
haying  pleaded  a  plea  of  release  puis 
darrein  continuance,  the  Court  refused 
to  set  aside  the  deed  and  the  plea  at 
the  instance  of  the  attorney.  Jonea 
V.  Bonner^  230 

PRIVILEGE. 

See  County  Court,  (5). 
Eyidekce,  (6). 

PROBATK 
See  ExECUTOB. 

PROFERT. 
See  Pleadino,  I.  (1). 

PROHIBITION. 
See  County  Court,  (5). 

PROMISE. 
See  Bankbupt,  (1). 


PROTECTION. 

Final  Order  for,  wnd&r  5^6  Yid* 
c  116,  ani  7^8  Ttrf.  c.  96.— 
Plea  of — Service  of,  Effisct  after 
Final  Order, 

See  Insolyent. 

Protection  and  Liberation  under 
Scotch  Sequeetration  Act, 

See  Sequestration. 

PUBLIC  OFFICER. 
See  Pleading,  II.  (6). 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

See  Allotment. 
Call. 

Carriers'  Act. 
Deed. 

LiabUUf/  of  Company  by  reason  of  A  o- 
cident  arieingJromFadlure  of  Works 
on  Line, 

In  an  action  against  a  Railway 
Company,  for  compensation  for  injury 
receiYed  by  the  plaintiff  by  the  break- 
ing down  of  a  bridge,  OYcr  which  he 
was  passing  in  a  passenger  train, — 
Held,  that  it  was  a  proper  question  for 
the  jury,  whether  the  defendants  had 
engaged  the  services  of  competent  en- 
gineers, who  had  adopted  the  best 
method,  and  had  used  the  best  mate- 
rials; and  that,  if  the  defendants  had 
done  so,  they  would  not  be  liable;  but 
that  the  mere  fact  of  their  haYing  en- 
gaged the  services  of  such  a  person^ 
would  not  relieve  them  from  the  con- 
sequences of  an  accident  arising  from 
a  deficiency  in  the  work.  Orote  y. 
Chester  and  Holyhead  BaHway  Com* 
pony,  261 

RATIFICATION. 
See  Trespass,  (1.) 

RECAPTION. 
iSM  Escape. 
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SCntE  FAdAa 


SEAL. 


REOULA  QENEBAUS,  579 

REJOINING  GRATIS. 
See  Practice,  (4). 

RENT  CHARGK 
See  Pleadinq,  II.  (1). 

RENUNCIATION. 

iS^EXECUTOB. 

REPLEVIN. 
Su  Assessed  Tax. 

REVENUE. 

Eemowd  qf  Cantee. 

A  vessel  having  a  quantity  of  arms 
on  board  was  seized  in  the  port  of 
London  by  the  defendants,  officers  of 
Customs,  but  was  afterwards  uncon- 
ditionally restored.  An  action  of 
trespass  having  been  brought  against 
the  defendants  for  the  seizure,  in  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas,  a  rule  was 
made  absolute  in  the  first  instance,  on 
the  suggestion  of  the  Attorney-Gene- 
ral, and  without  affidavit^  to  remove 
the  cause  into  this  Court.  Adams  v. 
Sir  Thanuu  FrermmUe,  BarL,       453 

SCIRE  FACIAS. 

See  Pleading,  I.  (4);  IL  (6). 

Although,  as  a  general  rule,  an  ap- 
plication made  upon  defective  mate- 
rials cannot  be  repeated  upon  amended 
materials,  except  in  cases  where  the  af- 
fidavits are  wrongly  intitled,  or  have  a 
defect  in  the  jurat;  yet^  where  a  rule 
to  issue  a  scire  iacias  upon  a  judgment 
recovered  agunst  the  public  officer  of 
a  Joint-stock  Banking  Company  had 
been  obtained  against  a  former  mem- 
ber of  the  Company,  under  the  7  Geo. 
4,  c.  46,  B.  13,  which  rule  had  been 
afterwards  enlarged,  and  was  finally 
abandoned  on  payment  of  the  costs 
by  the  pbiinti£^  the  plaintiff  was  held 


not  to  be  precluded  from  coming  again 
to  the  Court)  for  leave  to  issue  such 
scire  facias:--^ein^  that  the  general 
rule,  that  a  matter  cannot  be  agitated 
twice,  does  not  i^ply  to  the  case  of  an 
application  to  issue  a  scire  fiacias  upon 
fresh  materials. 

The  dass  of  persons  intended  by 
the  words,  the  persons  ^'/ar  the  time 
being/*  in  the  13th  section  of  the  stat. 
7  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  are  those  persons  who, 
at  the  time  the  execution  issued,  were 
members  of  the  Banking  Company. 
In  proceedmg,  therefore,  under  that 
section,  the  proper  course  for  a  plain- 
tiff who  has  recovered  judgment 
against  the  public  officer  of  such  Com- 
pany, to  pursue,  is  in  the  first  instance 
to  issue  writs  against  those  persons 
who  are  at  that  time  members  of  the 
Company;  but  the  plaintiff  may  pro- 
ceed against  the  other  classes  which 
the  statute  renders  liable,  in  case  he 
can  satisfy  the  Court,  with  a  reasonable 
degree  of  certainty,  that  the  execution 
previously  issued  would  be  ineffectuaL 

Those  persons  who  become  mem- 
bers of  a  Joint-stock  Company  after 
the  contract  sued  upon  was  complete^ 
and  have  ceased  to  be  so  before  tihe 
judgment  was  obtained  against  the 
public  officer,  are  not  subject  to  any 
liability  under  the  act. 

It  is  no  answer  to  a  motion  for 
leave  to  issue  a  scire  fieunas,  upon  a 
judgment  recovered  against  the  public 
officer  of  a  Joint-stock  Banking  Com- 
pany, against  a  person  who  was  a 
member  at  the  time  that  the  contract 
was  entered  into  in  respect  of  which 
the  judgment  has  been  recovered,  that 
such  judgment  was  fraudulently  con- 
cocted; such  defence  must  be  raised 
by  plea,  or  form  the  subject-matter  of 
an  application  to  set  aside  the  pro- 
ceedings as  fraudulent  JDodgson  v. 
ScoU,  457 

SEAL. 

See  PUBADIKG,  (1). 


SHARK 
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SEALED  REGISTEIL 

See  Call. 

SEQUESTRATION  ACT,  2  &  3 
VICT,  c.  4. 

Protection  and  LiberaiUm. 

The  Scotch  Sequestration  Act  (2  k 
3  Vict.  c.  41)  provides  for  two  distinct 
species  of  warrants  to  be  granted  by 
the  Lord  Ordinary,  one  for  the  pro- 
tecHon  of  the  debtor  from  arrest,  the 
other  for  his  Ubercntion  when  in  cus- 
tody. Thus  a  warrant  which  recites 
that  the  Lord  Ordinary  had  considered 
the  petition  of  A.  B.,  and  sequestrates 
his  estates,  and  dechures  them  to  be- 
long to  his  creditors,  and  appoints  the 
creditors  to  hold  two  meetings  at  a 
certain  time  and  place,  to  elect  interim 
factors  and  trustees,  and  remits  to  the 
sheriff,  to  proceed  according  to  the 
statute,  and  ^^gramJta  a  wofrrcmt  of 
protection  to  the  said  A,  B,  against 
arrest  or  imprisoTumerU  for  civil  dd>t, 
nntil  the  meeting  of  the  creditors  for 
the  election  of  a  trustee,"  is  a  warrant 
of  protection  only,  and  therefore  a  party 
in  custody  at  the  time  the  warrant  is 
obtained  is  not  entitled  under  it  to 
his  discharge.     McGregor  y.  Fisksn, 

226 

SERVANT. 
See  CAfiEi£Bs*  Act. 

SET-OFF. 

A  defendant  cannot  set  off,  by  plea 
to  the  further  maintenance  of  the  ac- 
tion, a  debt  which  accrued  after  action 
brought,  and  before  plea  pleaded. 
Hichards  y,  James,  471 

SETTLEMENT  OF  ACTION  BY 
PAUPER  PLAINTIFF. 

See  Practice,  (8). 

SHARE. 
See  Bakk. 


SHAREHOLDER 
See  Call. 

JExecudon  against  Sharehdder  of 
Joint-stock  Compamy, 

See  Jonrr-fiTOCK  Coxpany. 

SHERIFF. 
See  Attorney. 
Pleading,  L  (5). 

Action  against  for  Excessive  Distress, 
See  Pleading. 

SLAVES  — TRESPASS  WHEN 
MAINTAINABLE  FOR. 

See  Trespass. 

SPECIFICATION. 
See  Patent. 

STAMP. 

See  Bills  of  Exchange. 

(1).  Agreement. 

An  agreement  made  in  1840,  when 
the  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  required  a  It 
stamp,  was,  subsequently  to  the  7  & 
8  Vict.  c.  2 1,  stamped  under  a  penalty 
with  a  2s.  6d.  stamp: — Reld,  that  the 
agreement  was  admissible  in  evidence. 
Beakin  v.  FenmaU,  320 

(2).  When  ad  valorem  Stamp  neces- 
sary. 

"Memorandum,  that  T.  has  sold 
to  G.  all  the  goods,  stock-in-trade,  and 
foctwres  in  a  certain  shop :" — Held,  to 
require  an  ad  valorem  stamp  as  a 
conveyance. 

Any  instrument  which  operates  as 
a  record  of  the  transfer  of  property  is 
a  conveyance  within  the  Stamp  Act. 
HorsfaU  v.  Hey,  773 

STATUTE— RETROSPECTIVE 
OPERATION. 

See  Gaicing  and  Wagering. 
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TENANTS  FOR  UFE. 


STAY  OF  PROCEEDINOa 
See  Pragticb,  (5). 

STOPPAGE  IN  TRANSITU. 

L.^  S.,  k  Co.|  the  correspondents  at 
Rio  of  B.  &  Co.,  merchants  at  Liver- 
pool, purchased  a  quantity  of  coffee, 
on  their  own  credit  principally,  but 
in  part  with  funds  supplied  bj  B.  k 
Co.  For  the  amount  of  the  purchase 
on  their  credit,  L.,  S.,  <fe  Co.  drew 
bills  on  B.  k  Co.,  and  the  coffee  they 
shipped  on  board  a  vessel  of  B.  k  Co., 
bound  for  ''  Cork  and  a  market'*  An 
invoice  was  made  out,  stating  the  cof- 
fee to  be  shipped  by  order  and  on  ac- 
count and  risk  of  B.  k  Co.;  but  L., 
S.,  k  Co.  procured  the  captain  to 
sign  bills  of  lading,  making  the  coffee 
ddiverable  to  their  order  or  assigns 
"fireight  free."  One  of  these  bills 
they  indorsed  in  blank,  and  transmit- 
ted by  post  to  B.  d;  Co.  on  the  21st  of 
September.  At  the  end  of  Septem- 
ber, A.  W.,  the  agent  in  England  of 
L.,  S.,  k  Co.,  asked  the  principal  part- 
ner in  the  firm  of  B.  k  Co.  to  cause 
the  bill  of  lading  to  be  placed  in  third 
hands,  to  secure  the  bills  drawn  on 
account  of  the  purchase,  to  which  he 
agreed,  and  on  the  16th  of  October 
gave  a  written  order  to  that  effect. 
On  the  12th  of  November,  which  was 
after  B.  k  Co.  had  committed  an  act 
of  bankruptcy,  the  bill  of  lading  ar- 
rived, and  was,  in  pursuance  of  the 
above-mentioned  agreement,  delivered 
to  A.  W.  for  the  above-mentioned  pur- 
pose, who,  after  the  fiat,  pledged  it  for 
a  lurge  advance  with  l3ie  plainti£&, 
merchants  at  Rotterdam.  The  cargo 
having  afterwards  arrived,  the  assig- 
nees got  possession  of  it,  and  trover 
was  brought  by  the  plaintifis,  as  in- 
dorsees of  the  bill  of  lading : — Hdd, 
that  though  the  contract  was  prim4 
facie  made  on  behalf  of  the  vendors, 
it  was  a  question  for  the  jury,  look- 
ing at  the  form  of  the  bill  of  lading 
and  language  of  the  invoice,  kn,,  whe- 


ther the  goods  were  not  really  deli- 
vered on  board,  to  be  carried  for  and 
on  account  and  at  the  risk  of  the 
bankrupts;  and  if  they  were,  the  right 
of  stoppage  in  transitu,  and  also  the 
power  of  rescinding  by  the  bankrupti, 
so  as  to  defeat  the  rights  of  their  cre- 
ditors, were  both  at  an  end;  but  if 
the  jury  should  think,  from  the  form 
of  tlie  bill  of  lading,  that  it  was  in- 
tended to  preserve  the  rights  of  the 
unpaid  vendors  until  some  further  act 
was  done,  by  transferring  the  bill  of 
lading,  the  right  to  stop  the  goods  in 
transitu,  and  also  the  power  of  re- 
scinding, would  continue  until  the  bill 
of  lading,  indorsed,  reached  the  hands 
of  the  buikrupts ;  in  which  latter  case 
it  was  competent  for  them  to  give  the 
unpaid  vendors  a  lien  on  the  whole  for 
the  part  not  paid. 

Heldj  also,  that  the  plaintiffs  had 
no  title  under  the  Factors  Acts,  inas- 
much as  they  were  not  intrusted  with 
the  bill  of  lading  as  agents,  by  the 
true  owners,  but  claimed  to  hold  in 
their  own  right. 

Also,  that,  in  order  to  render  a  pre- 
ference on  the  eve  of  bankruptcy  va- 
lid, it  is  not  necessary  that  there  should 
be  a  threat  or  pressure,  with  an  im- 
mediate power  of  rendering  it  avail- 
able by  taking  legal  steps.  To  defeat 
a  payment  or  transfer  made  to  a  cre- 
ditor, the  assignees  must  shew  it  to  be 
fraudulent  as  against  the  body  of  cre- 
ditors, by  proving  it  to  be  voluntary 
on  the  part  of  the  bankrupt,  and  in 
contemplation  of  his  bankruptcy;  and 
if  it  is  made  in  consequence  of  the 
act  of  the  creditor,  it  is  not  voluntary. 
Van  Castedy,  Booker,  691 

SUMMONS. 
Service  of,  in  Fhmd. 
See  County  Court. 

TENANTS    FOR    LIFE— TEN- 
ANTS PUR  AUTER  VIK 

See  PARTiTioir. 
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TESTE  OP  WRIT  OP  CERTIO- 

RARI. 

See  Couimr  Coubt,  (1). 

TITHES. 
£xompUon — Disdiarge^  under  2^3 

iri«.4,cioo. 

The  enjoyment  of  land  producing 
tiiheable  mAtten,  without  payment  of 
tithe,  for  the  period  prescribed  by  the 
2  &  3  Will.  4,  c  100,  if  adverse  and 
as  of  right,  creates  a  valid  and  inde- 
feasible exemption  from  and  discharge 
of  tithes. 

But  the  non-payment  of  tithes  of  a 
particular  thing  for  such  period,  in  re- 
spect of  lands  for  which  tithes  of  other 
titheable  produce  have  been  paid  with- 
in the  statutable  period,  does  not  ope- 
rate as  an  exemption  firom  the  pay- 
ment of  the  tithes  of  that  particular 
thing.     SaXkdd  v.  Johnean,  256 

WRIT  OF  ERROR. 

When  it  does  not  lie. 

Error  does  not  lie  on  a  judgment  of 
a  superior  Court,  upon  a  feigned  issue 
brought  under  the  46th  section  of  the 
Tithe  Conmiutation  Act,  6  &  7  Will. 
4,  c.  71;  and  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
Chamber  quashed  a  writ  of  error  so 
brought     Th&rpe  v.  Fhwden,       387 

TOWN. 

Meaning  of  the  Word  in  the  Railwaiy 
Claueea  Conedlidailon  Act. 

On  the  trial  of  an  issue  whether  a 
railway  was  passing  through  a  "  town" 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Railway 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act  (8^9  Vict 
c  20,  s.  1  \\  the  judge  merely  told  the 
jury  that  tne  word  "  town"  was  to  be 
understood  in  its  ordinary  and  popular 
sense: — Hdd^ek  misdirection,inasmuch 
as  the  judge  ought  to  have  given  such 
a  definition  of  the  word  ''  town"  as 
would  have  enabled  the  juiy  to  decide 


the  issue.  ''Town,"  in  that  act»  means 
a  collection  of  inhabited  houses  so  near 
to  each  other  that  they  may  reasonably 
be  said  to  be  continuous,  and  the  term 
will  include  a  space  of  open  ground 
surrounded  by  continuous  houses ;  and, 
eemhlsy  aU  open  spaces  occupied  as  mere 
accessaries  to  sudb  houses,  cithough  not 
so  surrounded.  EUiott  v.  Ihe  South 
Devon  JRaikoay  Companf^,  725 

TRESPASS 

See  Malicious  Trespass  Act. 
Pleading,  II.  (4). 

The  defendant,  a  naval  conmumd- 
er,  stationed  on  the  coast  of  Africa, 
with  instructions  to  suppress  the  slave 
trade,  was  requested  by  the  governor 
of  Sierra  Leone  to  obtain  tihe  libera- 
tion of  two  British  subjects  detained 
as  slaves  at  the  Qallinas  by  the  son  of 
the  king  of  that  country,  and  in  effect- 
ing that  object  to  use  force,  if  neces- 
sary. He  accordingly  proceeded  to  the 
Qallinas  with  an  armed  force,  and,  hav- 
ing landed  at  Dombocorro,  took  mili- 
tary possession  of  a  barracoon  belong- 
ing to  the  plaintiff,  who  was  a  Span- 
iard, carrying  on  the  slave  trade  at  the 
Qallinas.  He  then  communicated  with 
the  king  of  the  country,  and  the  two 
British  subjects  having  been  released, 
the  defendant  concluded  a  treaty  for 
the  abolition  of  the  slave  trade  in  that 
country.  In  execution  of  this  treaty, 
the  defendant  fired  the  barracoons  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  carried  away  his  slaves 
to  Sierra  Leone,  where  they  were  liber- 
ated. Some  of  the  plaintiff's  goods, 
used  in  the  slave  traffic  were  claimed 
by  the  king  as  forfeited,  and  delivered 
up  to  him;  other  goods  were  destroyed. 
These  proceedings  having  been  com- 
municated to  the  Lords  of  the  Admi- 
ralty, and  the  Secretaries  of  State  for 
the  Foreign  and  Colonial  Departments, 
they  respectively,  by  letter,  adopted  and 
ratified  the  act  of  the  defendant:-^ 
Held,  first,  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  pro- 
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perty  in  his  slaves,  and  might  main- 
tain trespass  for  their  seizure,  the  slave 
trade  not  being  piratical  by  the  law  of 
nations,  and  it  notappearing  that  Spain 
had  passed  any  law  abolishing  the  slave 
trade  pursuant  to  the  treaty  embodied 
in  the  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  6. 

Secondly,  that  the  ratification  of  the 
defendant's  act  by  the  ministers  of  state 
was  equivalent  to  a  prior  command,  and 
rendered  it  an  act  of  state,  for  which  the 
Crown  was  alone  responsible,  (Parke, 
B.,  dubitante):  and  that  such  defence 
was  open  under  the  general  issue.  Bia- 
ron  V.  Denmcm,  167 

Evidence  adrmseible  under  Trcwerae 
that  the  Close  woe  the  Plamtiff^a. 

Under  the  plea  to  a  declaration  in 
trespass,  qr.  cl.  fr.,  that  the  dose  in  the 
declaration  mentioned  was  not,  at  the 
time  when  <fec.,  the  close  of  the  pUun- 
tiff,  the  defendant  may  shew  a  lawful 
right  to  the  possession  of  the  elose, 
ei&er  in  himself  or  in  some  other  per- 
son under  whose  authority  he  claims 
to  have  acted.  So  hdd  on  error,  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamber,  per  WUde^  C.  J., 
CoUman,  J.,  Mavle,  J.,  Erie,  J.,  and 
WUUame,  J., — dissentientibus,  Ccle- 
ridge,  J.,  and  Wtghtnum,  J.  Jonee  v. 
Chapma/n,  803 

TROVER 

"WhaJt  sufficient  to  pose  Froperti/, 

The  defendant,  a  corn-factor,  resid- 
ing at  Bristol,  in  December,  1846, 
wrote  to  one  L.,  at  Plymouth,  request- 
ing samples  of  barley,  and  to  make 
him  an  offer  of  a  cargo.  In  the  same 
month  L.  wrote  to  defendant^  and  sent 
samples  of  barley,  and  offered  to  sell 
defendant  from  400  to  500  quarters 
f.  o.  b.,  at  Eingsbridge,  or  some  neigh- 
bouring port,  for  a  certain  sum,  for 
cash,  on  handing  biU  of  lading,  or  by 
acceptance,  <Scc.  The  defendant  ac- 
cepted the  terms,  subject  to  L.*s  reply. 
L.  acceded  to  defendant's  proposal,  and 
requested  defendant  to  give  him  in- 


structions about  the  vessel,  in  order  to 
get  her  correctly  insured.  L.  sent  the 
defendant  the  charter-party  (not  under 
seal)  of  a  vessel  in  whidi  the  barley 
was  to  be  shipped,  and  which  was  made 
in  L.'s  name.  In  January,  1847,  the 
vessel  was  loaded  with  the  barley,  and 
L.  received  from  the  master  the  bill  of 
lading,  by  which  the  cargo  was  deliver- 
able at  Bristol  to  the  order  of  L.,  or 
assigns,  on  pajrment  of  freight  Sub- 
sequently, L.  called  at  the  defendant's 
counting-house  in  Bristol,  and  left  the 
invoice  and  imindorsed  bill  of  lading; 
he  afterwards  called  again,  when  a  dis- 
pute arose  as  to  the  quality  of  the  bar- 
ley; the  defendant,  after  some  further 
dispute,  tendered  the  amount  of  the 
cargo  in  money  to  L.,  who  refused  to 
accept  it,  but  took  away  the  bill  €i 
lading,  and  indorsed  it  to  the  plainti£k 
The  defendant,  on  the  arrival  of  the 
vessel,  claimed  and  obtained  part  of 
the  cargo;  but  the  plaintiffs,  on  pro- 
ducing the  bill  of  lading,  obtained 
what  remained,  and  paid  the  freight 
The  jury  found  that  tixe  defendant  did 
not  refuse  to  accept  the  barley  from  L ; 
that  the  tender  was  unconditional ;  and 
that  he  was  not  an  agent  intrusted 
with  the  bill  of  lading  by  defendant : — 
Held,  in  an  action  of  trover  by  the 
plaintiffs  for  the  value  of  the  barley  so 
obtained  by  the  defendant^  that  no  pro- 
perty in  the  cargo  passed  to  the  de- 
fendant, either  by  the  transaction  at 
Bristol  or  by  the  i^pment  of  the  cargo 
on  board  the  vessel  by  L.,  and  that, 
therefore,  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled 
to  recover.     Wait  v.  Baker,  I 

(2).  Camxrsion, 

Under  an  agreement  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendants,  that  one 
C.  D.  should  be  employed  by  the 
''said  parties  hereto**  for  a  certain 
time,  and  the  pUuntiff  should  be  em- 
ployed for  a  certain  time  also;  and 
"  that  the  sand  parties  hereto"*  should 
be  allowed  to  nave  the  use  of  oe^ 


VENDOR 


WRIT  OF  EXTENT,      871 


tain  property  for  a  certain  period, 
and  at  the  expiration  of  the  agree- 
ment, the  property  should  be  given  up 
to  the  plaintiff: — HM,  that  the  words 
the  ''  said  parties  hereto"  meant  the 
defendants  only,  and  therefore,  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  a  partner  with 
the  defendants  in  the  goods. 

The  goods  having  been,  during  the 
term,  applied  by  the  defendants  to  a 
purpose  in  contravention  of  the  agree- 
ment, and  not  having  been  redelivered 
by  them  at  the  end  of  the  term: — HM^ 
that  the  bailment  had  been  determin- 
ed, and  that  the  plaintiff  might  main- 
tain trover.    Bryant  v.  Wa/rdeUy    479 

TRUCK  ACT. 

Who  is  a  Workman  or  Labauarer  with- 
in the  Meamng  of  the  Act, 

A  person  who  takes  a  contract  to 
execute  a  certain  cutting  on  a  railway, 
at  a  certain  simi  per  cubic  yard,  and 
employs  several  men  under  him  to  as- 
sist in  doing  the  work,  is  not  a  toork- 
ma/n  or  labourer  within  the  true  mean- 
ing of  the  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  37,  (the 
Truck  Act),  although  he  does  a  por- 
tion of  the  work  himself. 

Where  the  earth  removed  is  clay, 
which  is  used  for  making  bricks, 
Qucere,  whether  a  labourer  engaged  in 
the  removal  of  such  earth  is  a  person 
''  employed  in  or  about  the  working 
or  getting  of  clay,'*  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  19th  section  of  the  Act. 
EUey  V.  Wa/rdeUf  59 

VARIANCE. 
See  Pleadino,  II.  (5). 

VENDOR. 
See  Lease. 


VENUE. 
Undertaking  to  give  McUerial Evidence, 

An  undertaking  to  give  material 
evidence  of  some  matter  in  issue,  aris- 
ing in  a  particular  county,  is  satisfied 
by  evidence  arising  in  tJiat  county, 
which  bears  upon  the  amount  of  da- 
mages. 

Therefore,  in  an  action  for  negli- 
gent driving,  whereby  the  plaintiff 
was  injured,  and  suffered  loss  in  his 
business  as  an  attorney : — Held,  that 
the  production  of  the  roll  of  attomies 
in  Westminster,  containing  the  name 
of  the  plaintiff,  satisfied  the  under- 
taking to  give  material  evidence  in 
that  county.     Jones  v.  Smith,       451 

WAGER 
See  Gakiko  Ain>  Wagering. 

WARRANT  OP  DISTRESS. 

When  bad — Backing,  tmder  24  Oeo,  2, 
c.  55 — Demand  of  Copy  a/nd  per- 
uealofywnder  24  Geo,  2,  c,  44,  e,  6. 

See  Poor  Rate. 

WARRANT  OF  PROTECTION 
AND  LIBERATION. 

See  Sbquestratiok  Act. 

WORKMAN,  WITHIN  MEANING 
OF  THE  TRUCK  ACT. 

See  Truck  Act. 

WRIT  OP  ERROR 
See  Tithes. 

WRIT  OF  EXTENT. 

When  reiumaile. 

See  Escape. 
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